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wfvane fot-zfere fetam warreatd, mr-afers aAa-c4fas, go-
o7 coaetn RS sigvatag meafism aud fud | 8w'yn ool
$tg coltng BYea grafes qzenie, e arAfen afens-aesicr faviae
a5z yfars |

17 Q@ el arx farem afea® 1 At cg-ocd ‘Y A
78 wrd? Tof Fha— et | Stae Aerg et fenn TFI-C2AT |
Y, (-3t I g Pifees g waw SR 14 303 coleem ‘kind-
red point of Heaven and Home:--'.

Sfabe @ Arerl 1w fatem i3 SIT ‘aAte BqoRe’ | T IR
Afag3T | a4 wice sfarws wwre wife 3itEa oS 9 caftItR
I (FieT 9w #ifaa #gew) anqeq 3foe races (3, A9l AT
2231 7@l (g 77 | foR @dFe BT, Ao ATHT FIA-ALANS
wfqesierad wiaa-Ate) (qe fafoms wta 1 @eed efe-rdR-gar |
SerHT SiTI AR |

oifvabrHd fomt @3 Sie Maz-el | @} Mmfgs 7@ Wiw 3-
fafbasts eztfos grafea wiita (13 RAfa daitdg «ifasT dw
&[iA |

wfaae farem date ot 478 | o2 Risashi 48 $17 w94
w13 e fafay i Bentfys, fafom v =i, Fia «foad favg-
fas w3 atwtafes yfeq T wifas Ffetieta aidans ade
I &N coeafeeam | ,

we e B ‘qea-qeda Y, 77 fmatfe | cwa e 7 93
ofyrs fof fanafetam, ‘N @ #zw, Wew (47 wag Sotw ¢
17 98 AT A oicad o 27 7, RAS Fparwe #43ifys
grafed |

7@ A L1793 9 waA fufae gafes | «ofre frea afqoma
ferax akata 471% cava— fR4A( qrota | @F PiFat gtel 341409,
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AN AT IRATHH WiFhq IT7 AT WZIY IR0 | WA W,
9% A QINTTT FH SIS AFA AL, ©1IF @ Fegied yiate Al
O LIS ANES | @I ANGLHF A SiFqed oqig @il o
AT wF, oA, e, Oy @efe st g @} sieiRSw -
FA-RANF A1TI I3 GFomEH Ao Faw Foifae srafa= | @}
i e, afFene feram HE et |
wfvEstEs 5i7d 6 G e Tafes Tave! ‘Fasiamas’ e |
ofs fFave aveces, A 3fer wtmew e @' wfEses
$IR TEATEN 3303 T 27, fefAe ] A, 1S4, 126 4 -
179 307 fATEF 637 8 5fAd IR F0RTRCeA | A1 (AIE AR
3feg 7w Qdww coiwra eTaR w1 fefa an Senig) fatad| o1
3, @dierey, MiAaiem), ceigetn feo St A 205 |

FIA17 - A e F0E, @ B3d farw o1 FH0ER,
WO © (iTee Tl fewa wam slal | 7aa $3h 8 (ANYE
witt ST} @ ngaa fire ~iarek fefi ofy are Fateq | &1, f¥
zfe, f @aise), 5 odi-awal 73-fepd 74143 91439 9 TS
ferom fofa | aIMwa 1S (vem, AG ST A, BT MR
%S FIH @lfF AW ¢S |

oY «3T TR T SRl wiaid wfienrEy T W
©oIfTe TH T2 ST ATIVS F0F | g6 Tete wIw w3k Awnw i
7O fAaw I A (Uit W (-3 1R TR0 Ty
age-Raeiaem eizna, wal Fwafes Ay wiaeaw | «¥
S @ i w1l Stz mafe ¢ Bl o T W IS W
¥ @3B 1w Fa cotmIeHtz-fRy a3t sl Biew 7l B
fau ieR-1zA wiAocE AGET GUREAnS T @ AeE
TR FAIW @ HACF S5 IS M3 7 | A w8
fA51Ea i3 e A g 0@ TER Sivied Trwd W At
wafie 303 Traferm | 719ae] WA (FOIW 3 SIT-F4 -AIE1T e
&% 53y fol CTaTs ConTero | BIR Wi N TORNET FH 4Fd
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TN 6 LA JOITANHT T3 1M, @613 @ FRISA it
I |

gty a-wfFese fewn fAusileeatn aemtery fofaz wiary
TRA | arered au'and) foafers camtqgle-ae anfes wuw
NI I WIINATT '@ ANtwrerg SiE (St AR-FHAAN |
fagwors [Wfaers ot wfvenma it adfes Afem ) ) 8
AAIH-TiN Y ©1% $1F F1Te a nexus of relations.

Rz, wfs £z @ ethereal spirit TI-c2RNg Ewdra ‘Afws-
IS RS X e wades Ao e | @ FE-AfFAfOrS wwary
'Y AIGqNT BTN wAfed | WieaF &fS, TiqrEg A NTET AR
Trdy afe afaaprs s afaric entee wifenn $9R ae
AR 7RFAR wicwa | «s wRCS fonw wfasR semrm «fz-
I wfFemeE Ayeeg @fS YA g e o wiatg aga S
eNNT (32faT I/ AT Y TAHT o |

o730 @ AR oW AAMzd T4 Trew I AT v |
wiatweda s sifem gon faretta wiven® eiefwat e fasig o7
%@ | e3fiee 748, o frre FreRife-natwdfon a2 /e 7T IS oiF
r o | 3t A A carew, o fem ‘o foal’ | wwf| g s,
favta @ fourx fofa e A3 grae @AM AT @ Z& Béraw |
TWAfew Tt Tea fora ooy oo, oy war foewnton 3fA e
-5, aeRfore =3 sawel i [ | faw taefas su'dan gfs-
Yy BT TWH e | %+ Faw-3f, MER-oNt ek wATE Gowife
IO (TR ARITNT S0 gt R iy W fem arad
Wiy Cotaia AT AWR ¥ TET’ Sty TR ww T 9w ww w0
T 9l '@ TPS TN WIS @AW T worg eEHE SrTETR
sfasife 2 1

fien® wem vtz Afes ¥cn, St wH W @idy e wer
wiat wafyegs 6 matw-73fee 1twa 247 faex @2ifes 2o w12 fafem
o7l | wE W@ 3 fawimy, Social Welfare League.
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(1 FIOATHR Bia goeat, 199, 929 @ ¥ 3q0d Celb cels caver |
G faadiia @3 24iR AN Frag wfkewad e,
faries fog wiamg 2R wiqs fos | 198 SiReced o4 [q9d-
FEATT SR AN @72 SWAAAY ATRTA A1 TolafE aeae |
foft qrafermm cz, sde fastad oo wgEe YreIa TR AH
ORI (AN Sty rHE | 1R ofrEd Pemtd cers ke
wag R @il | @} SRS FeIAited syop nita ferEAa
L (AT W7 Frewiw feava-gaia araar et e At ATET
'@ RERANTnT ALLANS 9Fl6 T FAwia »ifos) Fafered | Praw (A
BRI Higitar @B Frag ofew 37 |

(hqtare WP ¢ wrefrrein fofee sy wtag-van) sifvescey
9T STH AT | AIRINGD AFGICEI AT (WAL HRIACR
O V& BLACE | TG (ATISRT $ig G IR | WAebe O4
wRFANTa 7w 137 e (BrA @3 SigHre AUl T 6B
P | Jewmd FANF WA 47 few AT qc@ ofa | e iEa,
AT BiEe j3 A9 | [$% AfFEbE Sitnd WY (R | LW (7
o, 9 wiEE FFEME QUEAISIa 97 Gty oig, siwnE
Gt ey A1 fere wiNEHT ity wiEitR, @@ siwenies
ONE SEATT (73 | e gy we-fiwe e WA g
ofes fofa R1etg rared— ©f 24 VAR Sl | (RIBSIH
@ 3 feraren fefa— “qrdel witrg, fAaEw witg, ©F 3@ Ww
et witty, wiqace orERif | @34aE TW ofre sfan atm

@ CAZ-TTSHY 4IF1H $ig IAIANS 49 | (iC| nZFAT wifara-
(%4, 9I®17 AMa FN' 1T (707 17 AT (e v AT AAGAS
st A FArE fofa— <1t q=4t7 Siacs g (ste T i |

«ffta Social Welfare League aica wiaty ‘Qnee’ w17 &1z 34 |
AT RAL I @NF-01a1 @ AT TR 93 F0F 5G|
FAl-malz SfFEcE qadwe ¢ A gRsfra eranifa e |
foretersra 3131 78 f4e3-HieATT i STacen ; ©iF career ¥ &A%
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&% fasnas 4 (s fagre 33 | @E eppfas AT SFAvE (oftel-
(S T FTI (FANTHR IS GATST FA-TANWE Slawnas ‘Spee’
AT IWS AIA | GIINA wog INeAd <ffs e fem piom
eFd 73t 7B crronE FATHCA A WA FAS NI | IO
faa-frgta @ fAofras 2193 w9 wre3e awfke |

Age! Al ATZ SAfTBERT dox0 AlrA N 7wy @foBe 23 |
17 Azifes Bt Aitfa wen afe 387 Gem-tel3a [e om-
A7 ST TS AT | AN vy ATANAT ATEHIT AR @B
AqT | @ To-of7pifEe Tt aedfia T Five Jem FwtEe
W @RifES a1 (@ JAS) A1 AN fatew SfwEsted ASII,
fof® @Fra 3tow fag-sreta Sra #gafid, Savara spoy Aa Stz
wgafad |

Gfftd 5% AVE (AT 2500 ANTAd Y JATRA FAHAT IS
5IF1 *grag Al wifery fafes cwal za @ atatece efern stete |
aF T AANET (LA S @ S ALFHTAZ Srelas by |
Hgol, adatw, gy, wfaveyy, e, @rEifa e QG wwa
e efele 2| (@I @Il BN AP 11T 2300-9 AR
st -oifapifee age-enzaew eritw e catst fust |

330 AT GIFTE FY-Yrawima aiwl qiey | @ wiwis afeenred
AerAg AfaeE T w 6ts | fef zifeata ervt? uy are Aiwd-
C7F T [T~ WARSAT AZIN (1 AN | oy wifvest @ Si7 Az

TR elferaty fom 9o @l3er @ TiefE (3 wiwFINT 2B (AT Y
% |

3ReA0yy So3¢ e HEFATRg foca RoR whawea ararn wifkraena
@F ST SHb AH IATTS! LA A 8 S33d AA AT Hfraae
CT9 ¢ |

@Bt forml @ meotd s 34 fofer W Wit wew wiace fana-
FRoRUTH & AT SUFITHA o FCA BB WFisHT 5| Sraved 7e3-
YA ST TH-AGCAZ 2T RGN I (A gt afieE do-faend
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qryeP 39 | ST BF oW HF-o1ed 13fe |l @ o
N qHAT SEITA N7 FAEE oA | ey "feviersy @D
offerera 3w o1y orategfa geen fava sacs stz 1

fow @ doftaag srans mda wifacw e edaras Srome
MG SRR qiwiaws w9 fiF (wz AgEel ;@ A o
AT [AGIGTT AT N | S BT To— Dieae
AT CANS CHF |

Sh00 Y (4T3E SEfeenTusier a1 endses o7 9@ ww ore |
Ffa-faaiea e 7RANTa AT 932 ST HaF FAAE WYy 4eia-
AR THIA-LF FriFiae A90s 747 TaAfes 23 1 MR 143
Ae-oteieag facalwe Radma qarw av'fs TmmeE’e
T TS (A3, G (M4 (IR AT TEI | €% T @ MAfiw
YT A I 9F AN SR (41 (FF @42 I AT Fa51E-
favame 1 3% @ TS9N @z FW|S AT | Tow FYiea-az @-
Nfe weaitna e wifwaorea faany Hastag | IR |qawda,
gfozitag wea il AT $13 Fite @ TS waly |

w5, @6 OifiT AT At A o1 AntwEEd B
Tl Gi7 anfeqif sigars gfs 71e e | X ANweRF, i
3ffes @ifiz 113 © ©17 7 Tiaw-AyE Fodty Ty warglee
TAEH A SBBTIR afversiary wigfvenfwate weg quene | e
orr fasiagfa e efegi-aiy (33 3 75 gomm wates @, -t
TSI (7-Fter w3fopn, foaiaS A7 | OIF AEAIWT AXW-6-F1q
wfT og 3 A Fofa Davta IS w0 |

@I Higntfee; 7 w697 fafamn: |
gfeg @ fasna g aa'zifas eentaes

WY N SIe IR (ts T e an 1 gfeda Reivs w'gfa
w6 YT |
TGS <% e ey fRfiman e v Rane e
Bortaamcel oz 0T VEAINAT 33w @ CHiAIhFT e Aare-
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fraaz cater 7@ 7A0% NUIRA, ¥4 @ {51 7€ SO wfewrer
ate fefa wfeaifze Fam |
oy A AET *F (ST G iwrd @ Faw-
wimg s wfvepe e fostaiag a%7 oifiws sww @
oty Ww wfHeaniEy ¢ 7@ Al g fets «fpw @
i a1 ST AWATST AT TP TS TF TR I |
anfit Fr7 ofvene @ Aol ACHT FAW @ Siwg war 2ozt wa
A AYEST wE weifEe w1 oifud o Sz ot i s
IRy R @feBia T AERIT KW 9F g A
atrd @ Maatees Serk 30v @ WA FHS IS eI | oy
Wy RIAE T, By AT (SR AW, FIA AT WYy AYITF @3
worfag W fos-fers afeBe 73t 27 | @ a7 A9 @ wnqa
T wiwred o Al ®y | @3 YT TewiaNs, Afzw cetsayfars
{7 o7 A2 1" SfEce 8 A e A FTHT NI @f el wwz
&% AAAH @ AINGTTE ATNAZ Wi 3058 |
338y AT SigHIfe GSIIT IRRTE 44 448 @R 580
Aw FRAEREA 47 7Y HI— 9? QBFIF 0T FIAG T R-
S5 AF SIFS-ANN I -blwe, GIF-FAFTS-E FIAN AT THHTE
sy, wremifae Afe afedty i e omftsta ity
g frcn otared wgfe @ wat afergz Afs o7 wigate, arw-
tfes-mafes 7ab e 1w stad @ w3fay Ssdl vt geia-
i i elstea 763 Fdt @ ATA— SfEbE 93 w9 iy wia
FAE] TN, T 8 AIG AT, ANWLAT6T AGATA @ NFIAINT
w0 $14 cotwga sifes) o7 orwd 7w Ig one L @ fRfsawa
o3 SF@-GAte FATH-AYR Si93\F AT SFAS (2F  CBA
fromwe | @ wiE wy 9FB FIAA(SF TR T8, AT SN TN

wfe |
s ® a1y
AYGIAY






wfas

a can farae anifas vafe fesm-wme g@ta ite wieal-
51E AT @ safed F4teia fosta Efezts witetsara oturem 23
SeH (e Sfwa A N $17 ‘@uIAE v e crE Trifie
©g 6 “afe STAcAl FTqET & 9F2 giqw ) fofw 1w srares
g wda 7 og ey ek @ wrge Rowwea fofw wifas aia a
siafeg (Dialectic Movement or Method) fa519 atates | caltasts
QS Roited wiA-f5eta @ta-cae |

@ISR AAT A Afwd” 52 S (Srd-d¥) @R 77T IZI3
$17 ‘amiREiifon w3 feasfeata At (Encyclopadia of
Philosophical Science) @#if® 3311 & &TIF YT w1+ ‘A fe’
eireifoe grae |

avitaz wia-fret (vie oy Awa $17 ‘@fe’-q tesl 717 | 3149
@te T vt o fefe @@ @ afws 31 FiE | eoted €8 TiReE
Tatza-elsfers wtwifas 717 (Formal Logic) @ oi7 &ifs 7w fawta
77, @ aifed o7 | fafds fareg - 4131 8 Sowt A oy
@ WiqrEg ool e fourm #fadfen ~iw fafisea s wo wac e
fo@l woITed @ FAIeN (RN SITATGA I Siq & i |

afemiy enitem (William Wallace) $t3 ‘The Logic of Hegel’
&t3 qeewes, “This is the work which is the real foundation of
the Hegelian Philosophy. Its aim is the systematic reorganisation
of the Commonwealth of Thought...” W3 fosl-Aitena 7w
fFa1 @ FHAANACE TG 34 fATHTA IF ©F w51 fAWIN-77TS ¥
TIEAITE (TeT TTIE | © BIT (R e $ig rwmeE ogrdn
al ‘Metaphysics’ At farres | xoitag v ‘Real’ 21 ‘Rational’
@ ‘Rational’ g& ‘Real’ | 3199 #<ta7 (@ wzeet straaifie #at a1 o-
@t37 (absolute) S%g 37 MTeNIfo® 3H ©IZIE @A ATS TN
T afas | I TENET ST-FATE @ TS RwH oS
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O TAT FIE TIAMF AIE RO @ 413411 9GS @ wgifie ;A
TS AT | G BTEAT (¥ (RN fourw Sged (absolute) 4T 4F
ws foul 117 faasy fagy 7difea eFri— 3 aot gt @F Al
ofess (21 | TFS waE 5ui7 fawiw g siwttg 11 afes | we
ool =izt TVT AGHT 759 4R & 73 cars Frng @ fifam «ad
fagre fafiie oa widte e afee @1 Tiwntg @ wfifiwl 01 ogris
€51 THS; STEAT T54 STAT] |

Trdae foots odl aqw ol zd,— () witRg 739t fo 0
(2) frsltr 3 P rfere @ wiF Si9F ate F3ce A7 @
FHEicg 3 ‘afee’-e grBl faaa fiota ot wrwce 1 (9) foum witaz
2f3fs ¢ 779 fadizg, () “mfere fia (it & wias faoma

wuat caifes foetw e @ ~afe w3 «Picaes o 2 viEaz-
%% s (Dualectic Method) 7 eiaa <748 Atafe |

@4s Jufia qiw St7 gy @} omfe A srivesn Fcare
feafs Peaiiee,— wiitaeBa-> ( %2 20-a8), TIFIERBF-R (7fs q¢-
300 ), GIRTARBIFT AMTATGA ( %2 S05-553 ) |

&% g ceuter Wi sl 31 ‘el Aré wKiwy
SfTateT 24 |

o wrifire ‘olateebs B dife ¢ omfs fwa
wEA wfee | ‘TEiERbE wiag IrEdE q AR e |
grted wfes A4 (I, Logic of Being, Logic of Essence,
Logic of Concepts, Logic of Notions...3e7if# &% sfeaifes aiay
7 efye | e i a-na e esfos on qam, enfs-
wzd Siteifgs 1w (Formal Logic), GAiend (IFR7 “Sitiee@ 1%’
(Inductive Logic),— #tg = %316 faa 317 Foifade 391 (o, czoo
&FANE GENT I | 9i%ifez vitag Foal =1 7@ o awew
Afe (Law of Identity), faraty «ifs Law of Contradiction) s
fax'grw 7@ (Law of Excluded Midd le) 7\ fsafins ‘frets wrarw,
§ A 8 TR 301 CRTA T IR | RN O1F e T -
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18 BY@ F3IMT T A AMHS I5A1 FACW A19 FY WA AT4R
afe, ‘staiters afgs’ | ,

&, “etaashs e’ 31 ‘faws Aaan Afe’ o0 aa R -
(& T IS AN 7 @ 3 B33 (a0ita’d ‘wiitazsBe NAfe’ and
SPEPIT gAY, A ¥ NS T A AT T @A e
gl

RO TeTg et Siytg smaifes wrdfas A Bvs Sty
‘Studies in the Hegelian Dialectic’ o{z3 3caized :— “The Idca of
synthesis of opposites is perhaps the most «.:uracteristic in the
whole of Hegel's System. It is certainly one of the most difficult
to explain.”

Tty 78T afhdste 8 weHste — R QRIAT W4T ARSTHIF (AL
+id®7 (A2 | &G @ (bew (Being and Consciousness) 313 @ S{eg—
9% g8 AFNSF e WA FA A1 4f9S 7 Al KF | (%3 T
favad | @-g® @ore QA 9IR AGIT AFTT | FUHR FIHAIT 9
CPENAT G 4I7TH, 93g Afere 5iIfae 2| §2 qI0TIR Ae B,
»3a fyqie @ “fqada wag wrga faedcs <b stace | oig Aife 91 o9
(BNTaTE WS ATdTe ‘SrATATEHS 3 fawm Avag a.fe |

czrste 49 (understanding) o smadl f% (Reason)— Teraa
Tryy e cifirares | Fofa arenen, Tiqres #aa 631 @ @ §8-
fafye Frace ‘SiaeRies’-a | «res Hheld ©:9q sifire fara
fraasl 203 StECe 1Y 28| 139 @il Ao fafgns g aiygas
waw-fal 47 TS AT T | ANAFIT AT AfsFn (g a4 7
ooz WGty T8 3, (B W+ weibe ST G A @< 19S
wEl 7 SITMT ; IICFE @S N4 (negate) 113 A+ W13 9@
T Sei7 f5etE 9 watn Beld 21 9RSiT AT 9 AT 49y
(understanding) 4FBT 7 4IB YoTGNF Wlswu 202 @fiiea 5wa |
739} @lfel waE ST @fe wTa =T (negation), & (XF
~$ cT{ A @ T7AA 442 & Dialectic 31 fawa 3w 7.,f6 qpra

q
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273 53| \— *...thought in its very naturc isdialectical and that as
understanding, it must fall into eontradiction— the negative of
itself.” (Wallaoe,'The Logic of Hegel).

CHTA ST A A W NSF T G ACS| 35 AFTS 5T N,
Gl 51 99d SOle @ Tiee 39l qrare (g v ohers | de
¢ TE faye 3d fa3tw Fave walft aws Haaneie gt @ g
cxuste ACEeR absolute 31 RN I 4TS ETEA |

Qgw QaEta ganta &17 ‘Hegelianism of Human Personality’
a3 SrEEhEd @Ffe AN ;A feared, @ oS Reality-g
e Hadee [ owe 3 Jfer sada s et
spfeta «fa (8 €2 @3B ee, o-fgidl <39 7erg (absolute),
fache (73 (W2 7% 2@ ‘TAlewh3” | ‘... The method which seeks
to show that a partial and inadequate conception of Reality is in-
herently contradictory and therefore leads on to a fuller and more
adequate conception, which in turn is found to be equally one-
sided and defective, 1ill we reach the conception of a systematic
totality of things in which a single spiritual principle is manifes-
ted or what Hegel calls the absolute Idea.”

aiqEg foetese A E AT ‘oriErbs Tfe ez, wo-
worse (% @ @3 4171 orere | WY-wed TRefg W (T A9S
wil fadifas zoog GrEARBrEa A fo oAt arore 759e afey
ofaftan 3t SRAITeiae @ivg 3B 7111 €I (AT SN 3T
&Te qE8 contradicted 3T% ¢1F 31X A Nata wial | o} -
aatefa famn ol Mydei @ds Iteres, — “9t AP Mo
o7 417 99 X NIT @I 407 TS TH @ TIE G (LN 79
carst @tee Swife wines ¢ ez d3y-- 17 @ (@ E ofiem
BTTE CRUTEE TS & @3B Huledl v A1 T A wnd fRdtfae ww
% %% O BT | (RUNEE S “feal atet 7 Brag W
fira far-faade ofiice stare | RO €3 @9w s At frteR
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Thesis ( P& ) | 9% €197 (3 TF Ao, 7397 02 (78 A7TST 41T
AT oA ‘anti-thesis’ ( @fsf¥f® ) | @7 +itx antithesis 31 fsfEfotae
T 07 T OO 4iTet 1 Bz BAIS T ©i7 AW 305g Synthesis (-
fafs) 1 % ot wierats g% weaa wlte Pafe-afefafeg (Thesis-
anti-thesis) fqtaiy 31 wr97 S W6 | FI79 & FF ACAIIF TR B
T AT @ 7@T AT fays 7w wive 1

TS WA 37| (TS AR qrdte 7 Fafs g'ar gl fana (nega-
tion)-97 1 | @3E7 7%l @1 Synthesis-c& fAawTag fagma 1 (nega-
tion of negation) @ 37| {59 « faary == 1 73919 (T Pfs-
aifeffe-mPife— a3 foald 173 witdfes | -t B fafs
47 17 Y13 gBl wist @fefafe-nfafor waart aome 1 w3tz @
fafel® fatere @7 SiTseia oUd! 4ftod MM | 179 @ g6t 41 =@
%13 4fee a1 fagw 2ra% oif(e ‘negation of negation’— Z7FZ TéAW
‘Fafe’ o farare | 9% ot fA@m=a 3| «fq3stag gt stee fafs-
afefafe-nfafer wfaz stam |

enitem St ‘Afes @3 A’ Gy JHASHT FARA— “ifed
(movement) QR \8 WIS (NifeTd 8 AATER 7oy | WR otfe7 cortera
O 3@ TGRS € @R N7 wWE ‘viEiashe-g wfw
ol

HE4T, (TAAR AfATEN (AL ‘SiaiEne’-97 @ty | fargE
@i fagd @? 2817 wifery e siftg M| A4[EF (5T 8 HIA
Sfemery fafunsara aateg 347 faca $2A717 377 SIRTaAI0S |
Pl PR A FIUT TANA RF | FAT @A AUS
o for® 07 | NZFAT (A 1R Arore AI-fFga VA7 — W3-
Tog i awag 4 @7 vime Roiedg froe | Az 9% wotce
IO 14 9R @ s wwt 31 were stawassey fagfes
&% S wiarn oAfs otz ), wx foieg 445 | T facy Has
fagéa seme wapafen A | coam we-wovers AT TR Harwa
'8 W3S wirss W3 Hu-frada 7oy |
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‘TGS WS WA W gt A o7 T 3 e
Ay f5ein @fsl se1? ©sits T-fzid (inherently self-contra-
dictory) a2 &ffels ety nuy wnafa® s wivg gest fras «fe
(Interpenetration of opposites), ©1 BiGlS ST 49 (LT +1Q
oeet Fweteg AR @oifeq 35a1 2t 3139, oAfol aita? wdiss Hfa-
& /LT |

BN 9 Tl ufe =i Ffee suwaIsa] 2@ @&
i ore 733 )

- fIRTT AT 7 % 31 9% Jame 37 ©fF €t
7% ad Are) 517— @bt 2o AN W@CFAIE oo ) (EToa
17 ‘Dlatehe sfee-a @-nea & @ ‘negation’, ‘oppositicn’
‘contradiction’ F7aRiq ITACEA (FYANS Big TAAD wd @ Fewy Frew T
T= oot w03 @-n3a Wrarg wfereitgd fam @ owie catan o fofy
AT 6B FER TN wE e ygid il 6 ST SR
*afe7 AT a4 ANCANSAY 20HCR | WA G A g A TR |

ffadi7 77 TBR @B @3B e e, fag @@ fon feow 32-
oferd g 9361 AR (IS AR | (- S ATVEA A
T A ortreele et gre (AT St FANE W IGE
WS @UAR wNE St 3l o gdet 31 wae vt oy am
¥ © 7 @ 3 FEd gREfR (e SanE | N witre
BRAE W AT GRS «F RIS (MATER T e o8 gReie
faf@qs fawita «fade w12 ats @361 faia Afafurs g staces |
iR oot QT e wwwel | g @ 4@ Sl e
W AT Afreiny o1 6 foutw @ wrarew, wits Stz
OBt TR st srawe wafe whed o corte |

cor 17 ‘On Some Hegelism® gvats atewes, “Hegel’s sove-
reign method of going to work and saving all possible contra-
dietions lies in pertinaciously refusing to distinguish’. ) wfeis
NIF TS TS @ffeld e G-t | @@ wgfer e
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favama Faa vl IR iR 3w fAred farere dew @) facatfie
IMWe | BT ‘antinomy’-wgrs F3fie 8 emifas w3 za @
ST AT oA 1T '@ AGIT Boig @riel dawe | &l W TW—
“A co-existence pf opposite elements’” @33 “A concrete unity of
opposed determination,’’— (The Logic of Hegel) \

i wrifhs safere o3 Sig-facaty 3t fagem Tife g @
SN | «@¥ Rife a1 w@rs a@i 27 Interpenetration of opposite |
a2 7fre favta Faa @il 3% 1R V6 B W O IV ANG B |
«% &g g1 Afe Law of Identity \¢ non-contradiction Mfez etz .
fazatd |

@Uitag afersg 9w foald 41+ 73, Being ( 7@l 1 &f¥w ) not-
Being 1 Nothing ( @@l 31 5iaf®y), '@ Beoming (f¥aéw a1 zex) |
wfwy (Being) za1 {3 (thesis), ®ItF «Ti¢ I negate IF SR
faa®) sty 24 @fsfefis (anti-thesis) | cgrsten Fvomes, «F favem
ey o fAatery AtfRy <71 Berm Wi wed 77| Croce-3 wiatw
“...The two terms taken abstractly pass into one another and
change sides” | ¢zrsi™ farene &AW IraeH, “...it (being) yields to
dialecticand sinks into its opposites, which also taken immediately
is not hing” (The Logic of Hegel) | farais-8 (xrsitaa  wimito-
=3 371 301 | Mc Taggart wway Ftaed, “...In fact, so far is the
dialectic from denying the Law of Contradiction, that it is especi-
ally based onit” | &% 7 4T GAWS (ATA O S I farated
forz e @3 #faTs 733 g7 fafacm ote

©f2 TS (g frwe @ w3 Jrafecaw | Mc Taggart qUitoR
‘Encyclopedia of Philosophical Science’ ¢¥t& cgrsitera faora @38y
e Bye 0 uad faaie A1 i orgd @3Bl g At
SR BB FCAEA |

¥qyfel® sm—"“The abstract form of the advance is, in Being,
an other and transition into an other ; in Essence showing or a
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reflection in the opposite, in Notion the distinction of individual
from universality, which continues itself as such into and as
identity with what is distinguished from it.”

ETHG QAT Fo A (PN @-43R 93ifis fe orfte ‘En-
cyclopedia’-z afes @ivt wite |

Mc Taggart FUsitaid &-5iea Sfecs fefe Fta woay Fravew,
cgor fafen g negation 71 g wgra qra%ta FgreR,— oifts Ay
JAF ot ‘Fms’— fazme ond 3j3ze e foe O ¢ Swog
vt Fag farag fewes wid a€a 3a gfel enfig g ecis
F4 AR | (TN Being-97 cwra fafse @ifefifen faraty 43 caf—
&% @ tg s@ee | Essence-93 cwta fifs @ @fePefeq taaay A1tane
&THZ *TNFR FECAIe, SrTig-sraifEs! (dependence) 71 SR BT
@ | Notion-uz cwra Fefe-afefafien fawas ithE (% | =
fasi% 31 Negation-«7 «if¥3ré 71 etz oig A «ifz:ifis a1 develop-
ment.

@¥w A7 wfwa gm  McTaggart-q3 ANNCAGA  ITACEH |
©. qrwewiy Mag qwrAyg Sqyfs fura fofa awaes, “vfzeawa 31 evo-
lution FtR 3B Gf¥fign @ A=y faar | @2 wyd @ sy fadfer
A 4t @I BY 31 FIZNS 176 Farnd «<fos 7a ot WA
8 A |\*

Ut i SRRt e Afi e Aarw
A I, —CLAET A TerS| By (totality) @ eriviPETSAIN
(relativity) ¥RfE eite FW-c3f DY FaENS T GRS T A
TG ey T | AT cxeteara Faats e, fenta s e
o R T AT R AT RN BRIk Aafes
GFTRTT eyl frcerew | e, fefi a4t corqrae @3Bl TR
BTHS ITACEA | COFP] IR (T (Ao faMfie— thesis-anti thesis-
synthesis-a% Agiray 7 @lfeetiw Bra zw |
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“Hegel’s own Logic with all sensclcss hocus pocus of us tri-
ads utterly fails to prove his position.”

@7 *IT3 SR TIAERDE © weAiRlse’ T FRifie eitenw
ot | (1 e o gt wie oy e g A )

* * *®

wran ofe aE-afe ‘e vl Sify St etk |
FoaT4ifR oYy @ oiifeersd 1 FwE SATAIT AN (I AN AR |
AR ATAT @f EE N WA FTHE SIISIET TS
AaTNg eFwT e 1ad), Sidaw Hirs Fgel 8 wivsaety sy fux
1Bice Zrare, N Al qerae (af4 fafs Reacws v st
fetem, Wt@ <@t 323 7071 17 1Y 2, Gi7 ive foonz e 2o
‘oA wiw, wiweR e WA, ‘fRR e sfFawan
Fafrar’ (TF-wta Refag Antcarnai), ‘@Getds wrat’ ayle
srpef @l | NIgEa «IfdEl, ST @ W TIAE @ T gty
o 7lig Te LI ARIAT FF OfF &FT @wie Ay wfva arw
qZPT Bi 3T B! @ FiN oA N4y A0 Y N |

wED) APTAT S (AT TS ‘IR i -93 giit (Aare
qeaie crewtd wifa oftgaifas oty Fafz |

Serag 33
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“Agm B3 TR A —sfemn afREd | e AR S
7 @€ @ R e stafpes efouy aome, ey 3 i, e
I3 9, @7 A1 Grrd 3 AR o7 WA corery 7 WX @ -,
Bo103- 05, SIRTA-41C wf¥rd 304, T3 Y Jog A;epy ¢ Aagm
A, WANFT IAAFHRNAT ASNS—R QST W7 [IF
Bz o WY W IR O AEEHE ¢ Afres wirarsal
IR @ 3oF FEA, IAZT @ (FAA IARA, 7w Wy 93
AR cfteq] IR | IT IR, TR [ ; (FT &Y FF
FAEA, AU €S q7E IR AMI 1 “qaw ¥y genfy faew
wARE 3% oty By ARer afer qiaw a1f iy, w1 37
&SN TR A1 (T AT IR WTS (18 “AI7 T3’ | Winewq
(51T TRT AN BIRCS AT, AT GIACS TAea | “sixty Tty iy —
TR C51Td, AT GRS A7 TRITEI T 5 R ARGNS
AT AT (3 79 5 NARF out, sy, =i, wgg e
Ao (3% | WiWS Astronomy 3| Astro-physics TIFAF
7e (gif go afefeeey 3R (AT A1 3, AFWF AR wweaw
STiad ; TN 2 TN 1O AHE ¢ v Y ; qRWI
FRUE WWIT T8 T4 9 T4, T® WAH, T8 QFFl | qIq0F
(LT URET 50 T | MEAF FIACS B3, A WA BT 7133 WA
ATREAT AZHE AT FANNS LI F A5 AT W AT 49
783 T3, AR € oMl IBA! I AARN T T W] Pope
@ 347 AARLAT “ The proper study of mankind is man.”’
o W A Wl AN I T 0T W kA | wwe pd
Protagoras W& NI 8% A ¢*1ted— “man is the measure of
all things.”” @& 36t (IS Brigt IW0RA, (3T = ;A" ;
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% AT DAAT CfTOT 932 Wifer 3R F @31 w1 WA 7
T 9 R vy Avw ud @@, AfFaw R ww, o e
fiede o3, o Mty fla® o #fola | o Lot 1ot T
WA, T <9 AT IR | AR et v g iy
oftF RAdd I SAGAT KA (WA T ; T oF @
HSHF AL A |

forar Teg wate ataw fady 337 Ty vl firaeg 5 @@ fRom-
% T EoTH TS TR S ARAT AT Ty ol B
@2 wifbr 37 503, AMeaE ofSun, ofitg, =iy, A4S, I, wa
A I AR OfF o ¢y JACR, AN (OACH, AR AR ot-
FIF @ 21y (U To7 A8 48 oy B o ¥ee, @
o &)Y, AR eniEa Afmg | o IS, @A, IS
WA, F T AL 407 7igT o Fiarws 457 Iy, o
AT AT AR | eire F we wig | ieF ey, ofE
AN OIACS QAR ; INF W 3541 IJACR, SIZ AYA SR
wtfior wtar wical ffRees oy fAya su |

WPET FIIAF AT FNS fA@, FRA-AAANTF W TR
FIAT ATASLA, S FF StFAS) @ wEA Facag W i wigy W
wigad JAR VAT O] IWRAITI | 7 QAR wEe (W
f ; itee SiF TFAF FiA! AR IW 10 5 TR J-T0E AZA
FheEA ottel ol witw Ty AYy I A wArs At
Afrey W4T AR @ (T I WAl &bz ol fioseg s NiSeed
TN~ W0 TS, WA AT T0H AP AT |

THFAT FRAT TS Y T A FLACE, WRET AT 9351
fes, g Ay AT Qo wwd FF o ot v
fats UiY I F0AY, TN TH @ 37 TS TES A9 A
PRI abd FReAT A oMl 5 TRws {w @ v ot
ey, oty 7o atzees catt e @ e | o3t iRy @vw
de; shfirsty o, A e i W@ M o A
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artaffr e RAftw | At NWF WS g e w0 @
TR A ; T 9FF T ROTI WA oiF R wiN e A
AT QTS A o AT 73T & 5 iy sifEete ft-
fi18TT 79 6 AW AV M¥ T A A1 cate, *F 74N et
OTF creTA S WF A crdi e 1 R Aty catet cwts”
TRy Rzl e ez, oRad o1 137 myweh wat A= gl
@ AYCHY MY TAITICAT AT, &HF NS W | W@ W3-
TNRET ALFG € 243, T € ewy fafva e fafey Efegas
BT FA TR | Y MRI—FIAT &F @ A3y 43 v
R® A3, 9% @ wfen| (3 eid ms fafem g, gy, I qem
@ f3Fte ofitsg, (A% SitAR I1R0aT ARRT @ foerm 13 o8 & wfws
@ wiafos e | feedente AT ofy @3d Af Ay AAE, @IX
o3l A i wferw  «f fafse adve dtEim | Bofqams
At e AR EAfE BFeg” SR AE @B @IF I Sl
fag @2 fadirs, 7317 AF AU Qi WV3IF | 93T GG A
R FAUS 23X |

FINF RS W W MA 93 I, 0S oW I AF {3
I SR AFAT FACS €A, TS LI WiIAYS i (RITB
L ANUT | Fiares A e @ [Asw affaem @ Fie
TR TEASMTANT 42 TATS W A &3 erpfers | aiwe
A3 M afvs o Wity et T're 3F IW TISTE 1§68
NI NIRRT BIOT WAL vy WA ¥ qofey axhiy aveyfe
TISF 8 5-AerA e, IR 9 ARI-TRAAT ALY AHIFONI
P g 3 e g | o Atawy-eeemE Awid I3cs
MTAF WG 7NA IAS WE TIOF, fNEe, ¢ Aif-eEy
el | 9% I, A8 GRENE e €t i wlE ol
ANG FRA-IAT GBI A 40 QA | AR FAIY @ FIAI
WA TIIS I FA A, AT Afaead atmean ey
WA FAL | R weo GRS (Ui} ST ACRE e,
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T 1 PR TR Tl IR ! @Y @ WRFNA WRI R
e gRce W e WUF @AW o W [FE oA
AN ANY 4@ R AR ot e I AR At vy <few
TR 5 PRI e FeEE) MAF AW I W B, -
2ATEIT ATASNF AR WS IICS AT AR | AR Ty NI,
Bferey, wie e And fJwiw, 3571 AR 318% &z, Aty
i e wifR@ | 3% il It 31 il viag aie e i
TTE O FY W IS NRA | 9F 9F PR 8 97 9T IR
7 e AT TORT CRedtR, WORER A gl Wi fmawes
@RS TRY o NIATAT IS Siog Ava 7R fta ; Alea Fwtew
BT efiF e T T 'ifew QNE wotics ettaf |
sl At [Aamd, Aw4 @R WS 8 wRiA efter |
witer] SR M @, ew@el (@ w3 Al W F AL
WIS ( AWT T AT AF¥ HAg [AARIT etalts whIg
U1 I 6BMT AIRT wWitE ©Q ASF ( theory cons!ruc-
tion ) e 77 7% AT IWZ By | ©iF BfeqACF Ut FWIN
A3 A3 &N 8 7Y AT 7Y (Y IS AMRY T Wm Al I0S
wRs Irel weiwA @F b Rws e whngy % 1w 4RQF
LR, 17 A A% | A1 1S 8 WA A1) Iy AAiH
wite! I5IFC I Wity | ffe] 09 FIHR A3 A3 T(131 I3 €I @
A7 P XEA IW NI A | (F ®UH o Y fars oeg
Boity, (I A, I A A @ FRiE [Afvw wawa wiam
fafes T Tog, SofF RRevR T WhE wels I |
gfexion AfeIaiar Uil A R 1 A o @A @8 el |
3 3 VIO 30, >3 eI @3B DI B A1 TR0 2w
A WE | O3 Merdd wiffte (@ I feterE Wi @iy
T yRS RRIT B FEfAd elr Al @i e -
{363 EenAE 1 NS @S € RIS B, ¢ wieaq |
¥ gt UiUhay Ieef g Rfvtel witg, T3 959 wiw:
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wITeT 3E Nt FaT 6 ey Hu v Wl 3w fReew I
WG F WA RS off %, A7 3 cwtn ¥ oada A resurr-
ection I$TA Aot TF TR W @it TSAF Ko
WA FIIR AT AHFS Wi |

saee #T ¢RuitAd (G. N. F. Hegel) &a1 s, @3t sbos
MA ©> TG WA ST IY W1 83 AT WO ( Srdde A )
of7 of Rwiq A FeAts “Science of Logic” Aty 3% g8 =ees
@ W «F 32F@ IeME Larger Logic Il =y My |
2T Off dir-do (YT 9T AV i srielS (W W o7
FLIE 1 Ity Rty (3v31) $t3 “Encyclopaedia of the
Philosophical Science” afty fays ¥/ @ =W fewsies
Encyclopaedia 3 &d =% Itgttr “Logic” Aty ficy =ity &ty
IqeY Logic A% 19ITS (74 |°

Ut AT 79 ©T @R qoial IRCR AR ; RO s
fefe otz | AyRds  yiEeiE @@ @ g4 7@, QIR
ANIAE 7 3B BB AT | 4ITHT o7 it 1y fARRe e [@ie
™ R e «IR Rty ity pferg—system @ ey
e | AtaeEs fBatwnsy AR @ @ wasfie w, wv
+fafre W M4 T AFQRE T siwe @ NWF w37™ 3w,
frotEiR @ FFWIrey (18 7738 AFF «1¥7 A WIAlF oy
w1 3% 30 413 froace i3 @¥ Jraeies |

(RN S 747 438 @Fb] TF-IIB] “AfFwie of5A Witk |
v T @-ckim v Al awq FovwE R T T J9 )
AT g 93! THMR 3 © 77w «Fle Wiy, phaze coxfy
IR SIB) LAY sl A IR (g | WA AivEa o St
T CRUIT 1SR | A st 1@ Mfs A e1wfevy Methodo-

5. Logio ¥y 7oga S+ AP Ia (N IR AT W g AR
(3034 @ yvoe) iRy 238 ot 16 FA W |
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logy ceui® 7UAt QRAITS N WIB SR FSRW e I
C581 @8 TR AR |
R fAaiy eaitem ( William Wallace ) «3as g anianist
(Interpreter ) |. fefiy aaicg
“This is the work which is the real foundation of the
Hegelian philosophy. Its aim is the systematic reorganisation
of the common-wealth of théught. It gives not a criticism,
like Kant ; not a principle, like Fichte ; not a bird’s eye view
of the fields of nature and history, like Schelling ; it attempts
the hard work of reconstructing, step by step, into totality
the fragments of the organism of intelligence. Itis scholas-
ticism if scholasticism means an absolute and all-embracing
system.” ( William Wallace) The Logic of Hegel, Impression
1931 p. xiv)

97 TS A ANTeR (gt 3 ki3, wy AirAsa A A
qW | “Systematic reorganisation of the commonwealth of
thought”—tzray foaRAtal Awe fam @ FANMNI 494 3T
faread 33 S @Fb1 wta 9% Aetieg orewl zwatg | ‘Organism
of Intelligence’—atzrey M@ A w4 #few <em jam 3
aFMieRIZ W3F5] AUF (all-embracing ) AR AT (system
3 “totality’) ¢ty cterl ZTaCR 9% 3%-d |

ot ftwe AR, Gffey Toq witeias «3bi fafRe ¢t
witg | @tz =g ffo, Cawtfae w3ty fire Azwang 3wt
Trww

CEUiAs ATASRE W tE A SxR @ Aty fitae #fs @E

2. “Philosophy, like geometry is teachable and must no less than geometry
have a regular structure......my province is to discover that scientific form,
or to 8id in the formation of it” ( Quoted by Wallace, Introduction p xiv )
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cest fare® $12 ArtTtaes weAwl 3 Metaphysics ai% fita e )
717 ) A TUNeAT FiE abstract q Reg WafFz | -

“Logic is the science of the Pure Idea” At} W® ‘AR
(thought ) TFAF AKFT (NF AT FLIE; NI ‘awgls' .
( feeling ) =ity ; f¥% wftrd ‘s ( thought ) % |

“It is in knowing what he is and what he does, that man
is distinguished from the brutes” ( Ibid, p34) fs® A I
w3y wIe; B8 AN @y WA, WA fies oAl
we | 59 TS (3 ererF TR @ feS iz Wa I
SIFR AT A | Tq4 IATS CT0AA (F39 ‘Subjective Thought’
Q@ A1 WA ‘Objective’s 35| Hegel wmw fRwta-aiiy
q SRR | St wefAcs Absolute Idealism I qrITR— &%
a7 @ Thought-13 $f7 #4 At 1o 7@ 3t Prius ( Schelling’y
ofity ) A fadrad s 1w Thought Iars Y& @ {3l
fwl 3 Rraatgg s AT 5 A1 | ‘Thought' it s et
WHY (A7 IR, A1 e N AT I Wi A3 UGS, criverd
fouterats %A (3 abstract, wde ®Wq wiE, I I N
universality—C18 ®% &HAIAF @A Thought IF @RIF |
Logic o8 fias fimiq f 313307 3@, O @3 Atead e
1 417 1 e 39 8B5S metaphysics, N AT ¢

“Logic therefore coincides with Metaphysics, the science of
things set and held in. thoughts,—~thoughts accredited able
to express the essential reality of things” ( Ibid, p45 )

«® fqug fiwiq 3 Absolute 3 Reason 3% WHA OIS @R
79 subjectivity @ objectivityZ Aty o Fe | b vl
Schelling St ‘Authentic Exposition’ ats +{Ree cxuaiey =tong
@® we'®  Absolute-@d 3frwe Tt 3 IRSTGERIR <
fawte 3 A% subjective-objective W% 'e°iity, @®4l Schelling
of fieet 3 e M 3w Ak wis fignd | e o ons-
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CaataY o9 9351 fige AW (Science) 157 w wWE Cafy
T | 98 Rwiad (Science) cguatray fRArts Logic, Schelling
9tF Reason 31 Absolute Ftated, Sitd Hegel Afx firaces ‘[dea’
a1, 341 FUA ‘Logos’ a¥ Logos %9 (4t Hegel SR Wiy 3l
CoeATONT AN fiearey ‘Logic’ | S warse off Eardman aty
fqtared ‘Panlogism’, F13¢4 ¢o%a7 31 g @A ( Logos ) wiwl fAry
w7 I @l T, TNAT WS | AN Foaw @B FAB 5l
T 341 @R Logicy @& vtAs 1aeq |
» cgotm Logic wiwivgd b eiiq Ay9iy At 331 fvw
x¢T AFA AR @¥ [F9g @Wag [RF™S g =iy ; Fay ‘science’
T SFIE VIR QA DIAAT AFARE @3 VAT AICRF TAA
Y e Nty I | &% ATV AN WS oNeg qff ;A
w3 FHACS A7
). @qy, Bt f$ (What is reason)

. fade, A3 ovE Ad@ T BIET QI, AR WATF I

R A @1, AiACe gl 313 (How to find reason)

@3 Logic &% 2 2rd:® &]i fitarey @ 2 ATIRE AN
IWCE; 4N ATIR ANM4id Logic Fawy, Iad Logic crfimg
afafigs, ¢SS @iq 7 og MA@, wye @iq 49 ¢4
fids @uidia Logic witqd fstns 3331 @F61 methole
fagd w9 af%3 *tx 9351 Theory of methods8 35 |
4% W g Logic R Uiy a0 53X @ A3W 47 M7
‘real philosophia prima.’ .

L WA 444, g Logic @7 o1 {7 qcatg, @3 Rus
oar 1At e 4FfS fA%iad eat R, Logic-93 methodology
—a® :methodology fATa® IS SAACE WAiHY wRAHA @ fGwtn
W% %, methodology fAts? F¥AM wirs Jo7 17 WA s
Tty @ Bodry | 33 AWF xiA AR I RS, (X method
efi 37 Logica fasnd 307 (Ited, % method® 739 2/3(y wiiy-
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FWAT ST W | WAIN S (U TSIUHY 477 BF Wi T
AT RIS S WHRELHT 7439 (WAE 9 iy method? ¢ 3l
8 BIT O, wiw @ Bagter | il mAifdots, s fRoty, weeite,
3wty FENRers, AdNRrs—aF FUMT FI-FET 739 S,
739 {5t @ 79 (537 @R (AAF ‘method’iFR sigd FACS TA |
AfeRifAF elates Tf ot Ae T woFR YRS 9T TU-5T
%8 RO (T 93T @} oty NI wites A9 ¥4 e fBul
& WA e 7w 1 A1 fea saeR A, A, A1 e ok ofadiy, s
T ST (I ATTIRE LA ABI LI A | =¥ WIRAT AFA
onlaE U SR 850 W wfie gre afiaey Ay o @i
1Y @ TGS TITAT ‘THREACT A I |
&% (Y RUIAN method, ot AN ® ‘Dialectic method’ | @&
Dialecticts fity wtw {531 witey (Fidte (Fidte agq 302 fAo¢ A9
TR | T (3T WA FI0RA Dialectic-® aqpry 737 XY FOIN
e 3331 fRofe a3 AW altes AR oma (@ |rEteR-
fton XF @R, @ 497 AICGRE Al Wtg | MM, I,
wiNfors, v, RotmeF W g 7o @tw o fnted
Brdrein ABI SRHF (AT AR ST wWNS (wF AT EF
foatals @ IsAgyy =wilg Srdr NN ARDW @R W=
FEIT @ W CAPerer ASTel ANy (¥ sACaie, whet FRf
+Jfees w1 fqeg 7 o1iffEa, Sme i Awieie g 7 WA @
A TR | APIS] ATieid SfE &R T AT @R T
Beby ; crisis &7 AT crisis @77 OHF VARG IF IR Toww
AR, WWF ST @ Tate & Ty, [ @ cwtaea Twiw g
Bt | A% 7Y (3T (I 3AeA Dialectic 1NE Tw| © wAHR
QB & TFGT A F79 93 9FTE Dialecticy g FIfST FN0ey 7199
wbq wbtE YAS AMKd e AFA IBA AIOLF AN FACS A |
Dialectict 0% c18 magician’s wand /' & Teoi¥ S 737 SIS LT
77 PRPRF WM IS AR | AT A I IR TXE@)
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Dialecticts fryRes weata e OF '3 @t a7 @0 @
9% fiTe-of method-¥ R T3y WAy Pi-2otaw | TSN
I} @F S TINFte @F CAIBIIR B, A @R @I®
ot My citenty erdwiy ficy witg ; @3 ciiew ot @i
fRerraiey 78 a7T @t By e e A Bi% | W WA
WA TS FIAAT FARAY Wi 4§ Dialecticax 7191 | A7~
oo #da T P-4 TGA| IR @ Ot @o
whwe | 92 ORITINIE 3w T WG AT IR 7 Sy
s e w3 widfas e Antgeifes s Schrea romantic
wfiFg A6 A1 50 SBUEA prophet |



)

ol QP IR W It THEA AT 93T Ay A
Fiettars ( Logic ) «¥ 4Ry ahivam wied wifIwi aua (ot
FEA | TTRT ST BTN ®Y QT IRFA I WA, @I
W A wif | @8 wY AE i AiReE afee 1 Iy =R
FAS AR 77 738 |ACHA coted fewazy ey | f3e AidA-aw
faste R €2ew Fawe 79 ( wonder ) Zrog (RUIAY I @
Y wzfrs orEehs 3 9e-A9y 106 | IEH W (AT IR
rF Sy 9y omashs DR 51 I g oI FwAITE
my gy fraq—outatEr @t wfeqq IfiFT wiAd | S
A5 A Eclectic @ifsty mifrs q&ff Rt 39 (incompatible )
e @3 wise fie-opide 2@ 321 g PR X S9ATHY
98 WANFS AT WA, B AorF ANENNS @ Py owew @]
wqilt ‘ohrshT wwdw iR wafem ) Sfmew o e
MLFT @A Bty 168 4% AIFreT rerE wwy IS T ; v
7 ANtwetRE WA o TREfT avdlw Al WA IS IR
@rge, T I FICS coivacg Stow ke (Bl frw s
AT N (AT SAEIDE TOIMCE pF A (R a5l Coil
T4N1% 5UATE 5 (¥ @513 ( propaganda ) iy, Wy #SIA
Tatafer wrety A JRATS YRE W @D A W@ A
FET IGT (AT (OIS (FACS AR | Y @FY] I ¢ A A
A I51T '8 TAO AR WEFT @ AT wodlw (Hfws mttaw
RARTIET SSIRS FITS CHATE | ¥ ATTHATE M ST
AT RIS «F Cvwe @ eI 38 AfAtd werR | I
S 77, ANGOWE SWAIBIFY AT 9B THF {IA AR 9F
w4ty IRErateCatfel ( practicality ), W8 Wy HAfwA RN
{Ratfros o3 7ew @ effective @AM TV I *T I O |-



R vty A

FIAR WFT INRT GNwE @ AT, @@ ¥ 7y WF @3
iR 5 zw #ifrarg |

At R@Ey aFmaaiay wag 9 “Cante Hagfe” wiwes
fieag fofreteiees watead Foawe, @F AR Cd AR | e @B
“eqmtfaFet’y qre @bl @ vty wAlR Tww W
BT WG WY FAE | (WA AT AART oatvm e
MAFFel farg 33998 TORF (objective truth ) wHAFT © #&|
IS ; @i g A ( disinterested ) 533(% viw @tAq @
@ ATNF L 1% (33 3 VR A wwAHGRTT ofers, @S A
gifers #5 17 @7 awifas e Wi 3w, <@ R
( objectivity ) W3] *tera @R AT otedl A3 A1 “feIWER
AT AT 4 GIFTE T I | SfeA-TH A FATGTIANCY
2RI AONARIEAT K007 @ (T, o Rl g3 AL Wy T ’I
A @7 frs Ruivy @ 39 7 e TRy S SitANRT
RARE Qwre MR Wwe | ARMI WA AZES 2l
WyAF e anmnabs 3y cotea faatfer ofs 181 @
IR FATF 51 6 cowrT 7 309 | ey Sieies aiRy wwirse
Yo AT—EB1? T TR (TRNAT AT reni | @®  wresly
E SR A 31, 73 foul I 2@ €u, “Cawmifaw freyfer” I
eifers TitT Beita <l AMES |

ST FUIlTr b eI At AET A T I3
FIEA—ISA TR AT AF|BT ATNIAT Bty a1 o &
w1 Aty e o e wieds SR SR @3 T e @)
VIS WAFIT o4 468 WeRAMT AT I fw @ity
AT I | FFoxin @B IR @My ITT R AT AO'S 8 IS
<% fAfifrs Aowr3 et we@t g ste | g AW I WA
a1 fafss AJs o <, confd IR @, oA, TRw, oY,
Y AR 770 7S WAy ( Dialectically ) seacy Sitey @
Ayt @ Wiy Ao ffre | THEA oI5 TECRA, ¢ITTT o1 Wi



Ui sy o

G At T Y R ARt s AR ww | Tt
o wid SR AatE, ol Ik sRgur & NS
(method ) whifem adq firre uar of3l MeweiR ¢ Atag o
AL NI F37 (W T, oF R 1orye | @fed oA
WA ( dialecticians ) eftalts fa3fed +fisy oen:
T e IRIFTIRE wiwl o4 www ! wEER fiy
CHafran enlay WISy ¥ @ 6T 6T T (use) |
[ET A7 F JRATS 7F5 AR 1Ay AT, Rateg, I
2w, WGSIFT A=E— 7A4@E 796, AV @ TIYAT FA-CIHAT
QT w0y WA Todrg | @ AI-AET [ AATS SRYUF
e 8 AT FA (AT AN a7 (31 whiAF NS 1y glesy:
Fitg dAfewl Y, W AF5-E FE TIY ST AT IS T8
T w1 aw f, % o NS «3b1 91-37e (logical fiction)
T O 7 WISl (5iY ¥Al oY Al I BN BT AfEtS
%5, *g% @ wPfixaita 76, AR | FIRT FHAAR e A
ATS AT STl Aot | ouaIfiay Afe agq wmAR oft
fePr 3174 3@ WS AT |
$q ORI TR AdeA @R mmvﬁa 3 AW
Nfers Roed 3w ol U7 @@ @ 51 [l pitg e
ITMITET F10ET oS @3 fiete afbe o AW @M w11 IR
iP5l pAsal oA 7913 QAR &% abstract WRATBANPS Y
credl T Al W eyt A Rat, o, g 3 R
(abstract) z¥ A1 AvG AT R A 7 =F (T 9F FI AL
Ftaaty ( New Realism ) €% 73i% SRiw7 gl T s
forw foe ST |
Ut et e, $11 omEsfis I W NS i

A A fioe @ o N} pir-Rete aswtw afemien
N1 Rofir aww, St ‘Logic’ + fars Ry Frees niv Iwaved

' —“a new treatment of philosophy 02 a method which,
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‘will, as [ hope, yet be recognised as the only genuine method
identical with the content” (Preface to Encyclopaedia,
Wallace, Logic xv )

Sicals 163 W Awi3F e 49, 45 ( Fichte ) ( vaw2-

Swis | (RttAs AT IR DI FJAEA @ PG @ A%
( method ) wif3gty Ied | w39 feugs-e @3 @Al

SlaAThs Wi FEAlA | AR L IR 9T WA @8 NS
50 wWiAR . 32 pifAT TN @R RS ematt IcweA | W
fetba axigd) Ww (T APA BL8 APA YITNT AMANAI | &3
A3 a0t @ wdita 30T 4 5 @7 oo wfeaa aifoue | s
1507 wg7Td I3 98 UiRAIhF IR FsteA AR ( Schelling
saae-3bes ) Wiy fRAit® a8 “System of  Transcendental
Ideslism”-a | f¥4i5-7 «ty wigzwa wiifas ¥ NS w@wq
FARA | ST 1A, =MYAIEFT  ( Schleirmacher davb-s-08 ) |
17 ‘Lectures-a oiirazfia #zrey fofa Sae Ftaw @32 33
FLACRA Sr3 R | Wpd AR et It (Kant d938-dbes )
$t3 “Cririque of Pure Reason” (3 ) qivg fute IF-«3
“I'ranscendental Dialectic” 7133 f3oits ©iytashis “wfey yaety
IR | wgfar o wifReem wo SR astan i
staales AR ARer wiqfas wd whffae R Atfiaed | @
43wy 315 @® SiaAFhF V32T FLHEA SF AN “Antinomies
of Pure Reason” | cziad fqtae 1B s4ands ferma #atq
fftatgs ¢ “In modern times it was, more than any other,
Kant who resuscitated the name of Dialectic, and restored it
to its post of honour. He did it. as we have seen, by working
out the Antinomies of the reason”. (Ibid, p149 )

o% A3 WA ee-ear) ( dialecrician ) rSl @tdAFitae
SHasis @3 IRLT (FT (FT IFRA | AHOMF ¥ ATW
#ife3 ( Dialectic method ) FATIS, (FT (I A AITIF | T
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1517 7 Rody A AAformis o} oiashs Nfe waaey 3t
TSt FI0SA | AT 0T 7PURT  ( Sophist ) At wE oy
Siers IFET TR IR A7 @R ¥R I@ @ ey Stoen
Tetfgs 303 firea g $ta1 cpaveq, Stor sffmwer wFa s
TS 313 NI I ARA | MFBR SHEcAFHF  Wiaiegy ARG,
I$TALAT SHILAFDF AIGE A7 | cxone Ao Nws wagy
( Subjecrive ) A WANS IARA 1° AF (F$ (IS ‘negitive
dialectic’ 31 AMTIF SHLAIMF AtaTte ey AHF |

MFBAT VT WwAT AP | @B CHBtE AISAwT W A A
‘scazle NeF TR it Fwed | W 2eyfa
= A3 YRR MIRT @R ‘WIS 7@ AfFaw g “ay”
iR (Ngre ma—a?  walb cad orasfs Nfer  Atgren?
STl FAREA | CAGRE FiAe  Siq3liay  Seiafieta wfql
frtatea |

B SRIAINFF ot g ety ( Objective
Dialectic ) Syl 77 FTACRA | CAFIFR AWAF A7 wivicaahs
wHT I FEY (RO 71 IACRA | AT ILATRA, G173t B
«¥ ehiiafas 34 e fmass Wil gt g 1

FICEE K2 TR ALFBA 4TF 9F I (AT 16® AT FiHAFS
SHRAFtRT VT FARA R @] @R NS Fws Tg7 49

9, “Socrates, as we should expect from the geueral charactor of his philo-
soplusing, has the dialectical element in & ‘predominantly’ subjective shape,
that of Irony” (ibid, p 149 ).

8. “Dialectic, it may be added, is no novelty in philosophy. Among the
-ancients I'lato is termed the inventor of Dialectic ; and his right to the name
rests on the fact, that the Platonic philosophy first gave the free scientific,
and thus at the sane timo the objective form to Dialuctic,......

“In his more strictly scientific dialogues Plato employs the dialectical
method to show the finitude ot all hard and fast terms of understanding. Thus
in the Parmenides he deduces the many from the one, and shows nevertheless
that the many cannot but define itself as the one, In this grand style did
Plato treat Diale.tic” (1bid, p 149 ).
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(MY TR gy RN T, @3 AL F° @ AYA W I,
ety @bray @ R SN @ ant ¥
AT TFA O SAIBIF FI6T T 3 03 I3 I (IR
s3] w44, BfS2MT @ v —n13 fFgR 5eal Coury FeaveA | BuMaw
B AT @F T GOIRE, T (RONAT AR AT T wieye
FEfRA | AR gRET @3 ANy AR BTty Ay Hwiyeed
cguieR 3ee e grafe |

¥ cguias 33/ N3 A pfe fRat Al Rfseeny
aq wfbEme et 3| Ui Afei Tty 3wl faw
T ZT BTS AT AR N oy {3t [ 7@ it
1A TAST 27 | (QLAA-FTBT 9% RS (AFE (N ORIEAIHT
U o A Ay AnrEedT e oA fd wWeA | @] i
CRTNAT 3 o $1 w3 BReT At catbiafe wtAve %q |

CRCAAT-AATST carater gelx

s> %3y @y ot 3eT 403 Uit i w17 widas Teat
Toig wrmd At ciaifegd | @I I T @iv Al 3, 9§37 @
B (V@8 TSqF SLAR3 0 AT AHAE (IS coieafen |
CRUIENY &8 I A€ FERA (¥, X0 7, 46 8 ATITE 4T o,
ol i oftRd ; 39 wiRe A% Sfy I oW, WREE FEE
atAtRA | FIY (RUTAT W [ weA-ed-eraim-anaay g
@ f&s, c3te Al ¢ e fafea | duwe:, 3% ( Kant ) el
fefarz cots fitaferad, qfa fefi 3afmad @, Rew A @
Al WAE ST wFiz Ty ey @R | Gifew welRer
( metaphysics or ontology ) #A%if{ owx ¢f7; I, WY SHF
foea witatsl T faot 7317 fAR IR @ SRR I i) #ivawe
G WA E A @ o™ 90, 3% *Faasics ( Absolute)
W1 WY @R ST Gl NS gr ey | Y afes
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3Rty @31 Renta-f8f8 ( Foundation Science ) | FTeg cxustas
ey Y e pieiicar e darsts =011 Rdhs, 3%
wiF ety NfS-Evi te Iafkew | aum a3 @38 -vf
( Philosophy of Religion ) ffta ¢itod, 17 ®a ¢ @b sifer
fefe ( Theoretical Foundation ) ¢t o1 | @51 &1 ceosieax
Rl nia @ gl | oS, FF ufersd wel 3w Mafema)
i3 Law 3] S8 B TS A 2149 @32 NS ( morality )-
MW TOIHe AENS IFIT [T % (wevl Twg | ZoA
feg Nfermae Wiy AIBF TW 37 @2 N W3] NS
8 ifitF (organic) fofe R waEd | wF xwar v
v I gEtg | @ oA FIMA @A PAE  Restoration
Philosophy =371 (831 03 4{tF | ‘

RUIATRAY WA IS (X, CRUIA-TIT TRIT W @ I ¥
1g-c1T BT AT fitity, SRF il Fa R @8, I3q @7
4 w1 e fefe o 1 3% IRy wo? cusfama @& g
oy wwel fifa o | o IR T IR SREF e
A3 AT A QA T @R (FACS qUCS IWF I70IT YT (e~
PRAT #e IATWE (| I GRITHA (WE TTA | R
NTSTARE @ AWET A WARA AR @AqS &3 WS
AR | Fid 313 ‘Logic’ 2R €7 wiFwd o 73 $i3R
«1 IS @R @AY AMASAR FIR ol "o ffoe
Al 1 s A7 PR ruias fIns o fefa e afaty
W38 Z¥ I (WS AT |

9y FRM B RUNAT I AT TF (AR Ty e
A e 9% 7 | &% wieyly ey 3'ad @ivE e

e, Hf:]semann, ‘On the Hegelian. theory or Absolute Knowledge and
Modern Pantheism’ ( 1829 ) AItH SR ¥ GNAA, T WiF-aF«A ¥ N :
‘On the Science of Idea’ (1831)1 Schubart @ Carganico 3% ‘On Philosophy

in General and Hegel's Encyclop®dia in Particalar’ ( 1829 ) 43+ Hulsemann-43
Bif-BF gl WyT FAI oot el fraafecem |
R
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IR AT R i g e v < B i | &t
At o8 gt ot Rws 1w oot 3 ot 1, oF
€ 3537 I RIS IRA! 3w 9% 397 WFw T cxNde
faest g @11 @sfins o =& ( Weisse ), 3406 ey
wteeqif®y ( monist ), 3FWiA ( Bachmann ), %3 ( Gunther )
#4293t At ( Dualist ) @3 &= (Grobisch) 24 o =t fastd
{ Herbertian ) czuttaz wifas fefere Res wu3 guafeead, coafd
=BFF seta ( Goschel ) @iy cgraiaside WAt ARA I (RUINT
T IR AT ¥ 9% IRRAT | cxona-Rerors ( Anti-
Hegelian ) 3% 3 #ifStafedr @mq M 5-afeffs Zeitschuift
AL, oA AR [T T MRERE Jahrolicher tlir
wissenshafiliche Kritik’ A9 Ftowiei |

@A v A T AW w0 w3 xeaeed v ( Gos
chel )l =% s five B fefy ‘Monism of Thought’
(1832) Atty ® @ INAT | @feaA@t(’q] ( Rosen-kranz )f
sitata®  ( Gabler ), w®affeq ( Hinrichs ) ¥wnifis midtms
ergre fua | fitgas ( Michelet ) Faftatsal sswaq R ;|
gt 4t ( Julius Schaller 1810-68 ) sRfftas #7 3%
wiFd (OF IW IS IMAFSR S 7Aq $3 Philosophy
of our Time' ( 1837 )-a|

g afedtmstd ey s @ ¥iFd ey ofey  wfFg
QR o taiRE e o 98 6 N W g
fafe | @ 1 s farr fesE? Teter (el fim
e RRa | wE e e ety e e d wieea
Fioafd 2w 381 YA @ N3 2T W@ Ui g
a3 #et @fior fie |

STt I QAR €, QUi T Al s fofs T
FUACE @ AATELFS DRI IR , w2 % (&Y 7ol 99 cqutapiaes
Restoration Philosophy a1 @3 «WF 1 oAz 1734 %@ I
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o, ¢f @ TatE TR AF TSIMTIL Wi 391 2 | Sfy B
o-faratfiad ( Anti-Hegelian ) cgrsiaes w3 fis a3 wivte
FRA | S F3E 8 w49 ( metaphysics }— T piey fefe-
Wl S WEN I Ui e [y W oo
Ty, 98- &AReoirmy fiwes |

a35] fITie Swacarn o4 20w @%@, Topy NHY I TR
Sl cRuaITT Raet ™ | CRUTR pHAcE s i Y ReereTicat
$tal wiEAd IE0RA | A4 QU FET ARG CAIT, IR
AT WY I G073 Aer wFtelRe Ry A1) T et @ @
B B T AAT OIS @ FEARS WA | @ @A Ay
3 Wl @R ey fer? Teitqs o W@ iy a
Hegelian {37 747 %f¥T c@fet itz wvel oy ol | @i
B0 (T T TR, WG ey (IR Wba 7yl 7o | cxonan
T TS AR GNA5] B0 R QUA-RIAT @w extots A -
Al CRLd, @ I (IS IFAIS IJACS AT A1 wds WiF ghe |
®AFEISGET TP W A3 Al de de g il ceaf
CTNAT TTTF AE MAL (UIT-T=ATIS Wy 3l j3wl 2w
ATA | (T (F (QUIAT 2FS TR, F17 19 8 I o=y
#fetay v, ot fir ot Seiq g B 1 18 fiew w3
S RUAE A I staite 9% W @? f{w el e Qi
ARy W@ WA AN | WA WSt @B (T, @UF-FIE TAREY T
T & 203 PHEBTY (RUA-2MRE ( Hegelism ) catel ¢oitd cofay |

@ fgn [ sE Ty @} e SieIRey T@his
Wi (1 R @O TNE TONS | oY WE P o
g UfETe 9R®Y @@ ( Immortality of the Soul ) ; #7%
Uty «-wed 7% wie fafwm wu o

7of®n,9. F33A1F (Ludwig A Feuerbach tbes-12 ) &9y
&y 3% (I IFAT: Thoughts on Death and Immortality’
(1831)1 &% ey Fefiy @AY ( Pancheism ) Fafoef cire
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A, Y T N W A o gtewl 5 FAR TN H
@A Sy WA Sy @t wsa | o ‘History of
Modern Philosophy’ ( sv98 ) ¥rse @% TS 253 IT R |

&7 7 TR FBR ImFATM R fAwaw: . ‘The
Doctrine of tﬁe Last Things’ ( sv®2 ) @ 2. ‘The New Doctrine
of Immortality’ ( svo0 ) | fFAFIR AT, ey weAw qta
I NAe WA JiEors QW @iy A 3¢ Wi ser a1 1 w3
TR SIS NG AT I WA S qere? wgerda ( Egoist ) |

e o451 30 @8 AW ¥, AT weit NS wxAt sy
WY DTS Q0O A1 [l | WAANFT B @I AW @UIARHR
YT CO WLAtew 27 ), oF S w1 g R wwova
AR WE A WG T CHAMA Q0T CAUNFI BT AMA @
32 W5 23 7wl 71 @} qEE AR ST SR
fAs T 25T I ST TR RO @8 WiF cqief fAeEe |

swos AR AT HAR AW og A afaew
2313333 ( Berliner Jahrblicher )-a3 wimatfy maty «xk @ ffq
(IR CRLATIATT A=Y B8 WU ©fSf Q0 (o | &3 AR ofeie ‘On
the Proofs of Immortality’ ( steoe ) ity ¥ ¢37 307 fIge {F@-
f51z3 ARl W3R A9 F3E |

& 3937f% ( K- Conradi ) @3gq cxtiens | fofqe wm@ws
A4 3 ¥ AT “Immortality and Eternal Life” ( S04 ) |

AR W AR @’ O @nrely wiFd wuied @, shuFe s
T @ize, 38, Af¥ Rt 3 Ty fowtatmey faaw witaren Soify
WA | 9] w$F Taw I qUAN v e e zm
AT — (T PEEINF AW TR @ weatd ( Left and Right )
a4 opedl Rrfe | FWAAT, 74 517, 3ier ey At g e
aPRUF WEF T G WIF e FAnifE eyt wwEwd
Ay I AR WM O (NF RUEAR TN IICS Al |
Brwy I3 (TS MR (¥ 4] QAN 47 9% 7Y FffAFe @B wE
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att fiafem | =Re oRws A e fefk-e
fawrs w2 s =ty wmre oo feuea |

@7 BT WA BT 417 WY QTS AT 9F I | W
e (e QUIATT eI @I R, oa? Aerw
( Christology ) ®of7 wtqfeatt a3 | FRoIf Het ( David
Friedrich Strauss, svev-8 ) Jiyg fAUe @uiy $t1 fifants
® ‘The Life of Jesus Critically Treated’ ( Sboe-cv) (39
I | B R AfE qRre At I 3,
NZ BfeziA 47 5 IFAAT TS NG @77 A GAR FEA A7
O ®f% ABRER GAWAR 30 R-RRAEN w7y Wy @
BaE] 78] ZUW8 AT A1 | {artae:, (q A7 wisf @ weAips w6l
( miracle ) MBA @My, e wdfas ( oty ) fors aady
33 e A1 | Rz 53 ( Wilhelm Vatke, sbev-b ) @0
¥ (3 W7 Biblical Theology’ ( 3boe ) @q2 God-man-43
RAE WFT FNAA | AT FEIAT OF A3 508 Ryts @
‘Essence of Christianity’ ( 3v8) ) fAataq | @3 I\Bre TEIAF
FifereR mdq w3, ¢ @ VI FIAANT TIA— 9§ ©F &5
730 | #9393 ( Theology ) wiatni fog =i7 73, @ ¢o Tow8
( anthropology ) AtA®I | Wawed TP g s oo w4
TEIAT 4 feuan AR ( Pantheist ) @a ¥% I cral
fittem AR ( Atheist ) gt | $t7 ‘History of Philosophy’-c®
(swo8 ) @ TfS CFULs I8, ¢ 1 Wi oS o4 A T ooftm |
W AT SHfre el IR METANT ( Pantheism )-93
w7 =i ‘Essence of Christianity’ts ®feaits soo fAfiwiatoe
( Atheism )| Ht®% Aga 3% faswe@w ‘The Christian Doctrine
of Faith in its Development and in its anﬂict with Modern
Science’ (3r83-83 )| «@% FWARFS T S7 AW ‘Life of
Jesus-@7 AR | @R WS HTA @AF A@HT wEED
{ Pantheist ) 37 %1% FIA | AT € WIY &% ot ot



R ey i

P e =te @Il B3 8 932 27 Rey fagacen (Laws of nature)-
(T (IO WY I &I FWE R | 9 kT B[O W
EUNAT 9FE ARTIR TS |

affty FEA o2 RUIARNY 1T ATRET T WFT HATS
WA ITAMRLAT, S FA-AB3T (Bruno-Bavar svea-2), sriaiy,
feda, IS, @qL cTAeTrantene {rEa G S ey Tty DI
AT 8 A I AW oF FAT | WANTEY 2
F1e ‘Life of Jesus’ At Rwy 2SIy @ Awiaisal fadeas
‘Berliner Jahrbiicher’ svoe-a3 fOtaag 4y | Siyeita $13 AgA
g ‘Zeitschrift fur Spacu'ative Tneologie’ (sv-ov-9v) ¥y fiste
@] HA-AD W @R AW 1 $g Critique of the
‘Evangelical Narratives of the Synoptics’ ( 3r33-82 ) 38(s fef[
HtBeAg ‘Life of Jesus’-93 §317 fFTaces |

Aiats &7 Latin Inaugural Address’-a ( svov ) {ierAy
2Tt I | sfeta faad i ‘Contributions to the Specula-
tive Theology’ ( 3vo ), AftAY (Schaller) NwReH AxdA fAaq
‘The Historical Christ and Philosophy’ ( svov ) | FA371f® fFataq
Christ in the Present, Past and Future (3v93) |

a¥eiiy $FMIF /B 7 W WFHF A0 2A7Y Aot
QIR ST AT @ AT ARy AV @ gfog WA AT
[T '@ B crula Ay @R QR WO ot 7GE ool | jiren
U909 AT OF (ALY IPT IW fARRET @ cwANy Ty wA
sftefieeBad TS g% KRR C=Ue TR @R @7 AN fRE «ieed
BITA T @ TR IECRA A, AN FALATEI | SR®Y
qraEFaeA ( Rosenkranz ) @% q¥ ¥A7 4T <TRT JCACRA | @-
e GeA Al —3fMe Q@ e @ 39 NI
0 A il i | @) e 518q @R §iq-aix ( Right-Left )
I S IERAT | @7 Y (T Wiy 8 oA anw «@F
@At} @ @8 q7F4} 5 W B3l |



grutany Wi 3

g i ey A oo el @i | yiwo-aiy we
wiqFes AT QX A PR W% Wi atwaied ( Left)
Rty eF g | ¥y @ gty wiel ety v R
EAARW H ACEWAHE | B, FIIIT AATRINE gty
7 SIAREE | AT @t | WAFANT @ AT ¥ RS
ATA & {17 IWAT | &3 AT AL Pantheism ) (LT W
iRty ( Atheim) A3ed #°11° AR @ ﬁi‘lmtm
GFIE e 7ot |

B18A-a7 Ar$993H3 ( ‘The Epiphany of the Eternal Persona-
lity of the Spirit’, 1844 by Strauss ) fafe fRFM «iqY Fars
A2 TIIAT € HAATRI-F fATIUNT | TEIART T
#6997 z@ir ! ‘History of Modern Philosophy’ (3v-8)
RS 67 MERAT 8 Mt e 435 | ‘The Description and
History of the Philosophy of Leibnitz’( sv94 ) 38-(® @ $t7 v
W [/ ARl @y ramh {eafs st e aw
Divinity-3 f3s@el ™| &7 #@ ‘Pierra Bayle’ (svovr) 3%-q
fAarEaiee AWt T @ BT [Fwe! (et AR 1 @R
Essence of Christianity (3v83)-c® TAISIR (7 4§ @-T® w2 q4¥ |
TrEEag SwET Bogl '@ wh-wiey gfouw g ¢f ¢ P % Ty |
#4ie ‘An Estimate of the Work: The Essence of Chris-
tiani y' (2v89) AWre feas =R @iz R{Fsn o
FET | S IEA TS (@ A TR AR 77, @ IN FeHR
o™l TreA BiT @} RS |

SRIAT IR @ WATRNFIR el 433 fafsiers fates
a1 Beifis Tuaferad fofe 5 @ (3 H187 w9 graifics (Rightist)

v Pantheism in the Hegelian Left is represon.ted primarily by Strauss,
while Feurbach and Bruno-Bauer represent tbe Dialectical opposite of Panthe-
ism. ( Erdmann, Ill, p 70)



38 R e

WA (WA ; (7€ AFosien FR1-arwg atn-ait ( Lettist ) |
B cuotes M) a et} 3 (581 FERA | Sty ‘The
Trumpets of the Judgement Day on Hegel the Atheist and
Anti-Christ’ (3v83) @3t “Hegel’s Theory of Religion and Art
Judged from the Standpoint of Faith’ (3v83) —a% gRefl 38
CAMT b AW FAAANIRT A A *fw Fver] gy |

@ 7I WiE T ( Max Stirner ) t1 @3 e fasmq
‘The only one and his Pioperty’ ( :t88) Aty 4% 33 @7
FRe, M, oSty (ivee-ae) fAwad ‘Anthropologism and
Criticism of the Present’ (:v88)| &3] THAZ TIIT @
FAFATIAEF G| FIEA @ [ (T WIIAT 8 AT THAL
AT 46038 R @wargd | Fi3d 9F5q (A7) WA
“Self-consciousness” 8 WIw { FIFAF ) WFAF ( Man) F4039
QAT IFERA | ST IMAT, @3 AVEA AF AT FIOA,
@gfe7 { Nature ) 991 FHs% Rl i @ xR ItT-aife
wfora g8 Aws m@ ] @ ol | I E B Ad MU
G 9Y ffrF WIINF, FEAATEY, YA Aq¢ AN 1 @
TR ¥ Rty Aty (oaftas oz A ew g ofeA |

NI T (drze-eo ) (AT wedA AlAl WS 8
ity Afga g ATT%a @R I WYFAT @ SEHINIFY WA
2e-fI08 g (Ore AcSfRa | NW FWII ®T WA (I 7T AR
WA IS (5IFNAT, WARIETN A9, @NAT TP IBF IGAT
T CRAT O (§ O] GFIW ©FF @ AW | (I GF (7 fACwS g
FafRem @, o @i ¢ @i mww porR vl fiw o
et e fasAfes T fauta AR (¥ (WATANF DA A7
ATIR ¥ DIRA @ AN | FOIEAT Ty’ $t7 Wo4F @ §eaqq
eiERfiT NS w3l 7@ wdfares watezd IQfem ) ol o
FOF QI TR (AT A DY ¢ ‘N (g qwAr, w8
Bh-g2 @R eeE gy Wew | oiErea’ ™
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( f>rmula ) 3 @3f6 qf@ Nz ( method ) &7l 5a7 W @FtE I
KT O3, I @ IS W @A AT 474 ReR stz B
@t |

feratinz o9 Bq 533 wfw cverty wa Tal etk e
ot Ay, W AItE fi @3 Wy mE swwa
) e a3dy IMT W3 A7 @, IR TR @tT w7
PR (3T IR A A ©RICeE (3T (IR T | ROIFIR
sferaa ( dissolution ) o8 <A gt cits fam @R WG
3%-8 (A7 (RUAIA-TF AT € A7 377 | @ T AR DIt I
@ fomtattay cotal e foui fBafiaa <@ R e s a |
MR A A8 SR 779 g catet M 11 NH (ATF AFA S33
qEAtS wmyeE e MF | BI-wHes @ AN 4@ e
it 531 1% A Ao B v (T & (79, O 43
i 5T T TR oNAe iy eeiy Ay cartet oot af
A1 fowimaces @19 @I (RIS (continuity ) AT
foasta, aite 303 ARSFad 531 A IqA3 F2A “7xe) [’
Al AN TS W AS] AN W, AL 30, @ AlA QY
&5 Qe @ sRgrer e fum—gy A was wyy—2rei
gRm oy wifaE wqree ofistfe R e St er R}
szq w3 fA 3 St W cawbe Aeifys zq A, 9nq BuET

a  “For a glanco back at thc movements after Hegel's death seeins to show
that in the first Lustrum his metaphysical restoration, in the second his reha-
bilitation of dogma and in the third his maintenance of the idea of moral orga-
nism, had been proved by anti-Hegelians, Hegelians and ulira-Hegelians to be
worthless, and therefore his whole system and all his efforts had proved to be
nothing but a brilliant meteor without substance whateser.

‘That where the carcase was, the eagles should have gathered together was
nataral, Thus, during the process of dissolution which has been desci’bed, but
especially after it seemed to be completed, lengthy works appeaed and are still
appearing, which demonstrate the absolute worthlossness of the Hegelian sys-

tem, and dJdescribe it as a Just Nemesis for its overweaning pride, that at the
present day people no longer concern themselves about it.” * ( Exdmann, vol

TIL p 100).
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RS W Azt T o0 WRTS a7 @8 W
A1 IS WA TS &Sty @iy A @ feaey et coew
TR, @ I W FT @ WAL FF 1 cevieRiE I T wwfeer
T A3 @aitd, T S ANA @FF 79 (Y RUITAT 91T FITeT
- Y 3T wiFtd I 7 73 1% getlRs i
F$ ( Kant ), 39zt ( Reinhold ), 415 ( Fichte ), cifaR
( Schelling ) @3t (RUIT—ATHY Tq] @Tq @FB] T = wiTg
@, RS AT RS IR (WF WAF IR A7 I
4} piaee wAThe ARefel FiA IERA |1 iR RIS
CTAEAT 7 (T AT (3R I IS 7S] CITITEA | (0N &S
T &35! {ReT ey oived, W AR A Wiy @R AANFCAS
W | QAT FA AT WAl @A AU ButfES warg,
QI WES PIRIW | fFE I QAN 8 @I A%
( method ) 3 18 I A A ILIT @ 2513 ILAA, SNHA CBIAT
7 Afer' 73 (ol 737, 792 oher fAety azorpdt 31 5t | B
*oF 7 wE A A WA, @3 SraiE g o
wHAFHT FAAT T S @offAFE T (@R I3 Swtwa (“a
brilliant meteor without substance whatever.” ) CEUAANA | A9
witg, 3% o1 @It @ 5IT Ao A7 | AR ffiqez i
3 foafiaz o fratets 331 TR @@ S @usterer® @8 |
qeat: ¥ ¥8 ( ‘overweaning pride’) «3ff UIMIHT T4 IFAL
cdudfea, ot ffe afefami et wfoey it sar oot atzer s
egfey iy fAgew ol fiofes f3fs ( Nemesis ) @32 cxore-
#FIET oAt AT B ST I W A3 A 2T
faeq 3@ T e MR At o1 e ( Erdmann )
fiwe @3wy xia-ow | fefie s :
“At present many obstinate-minded persons have concluded.
from the fact that the Hegelian system was once more being
slain, that it .vas still living, and from the fact that a thick
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book again appeared, which dealt with it alone, thit people
are after all still talking about it.”” ( vo!. III, p. 101 ).

RUITAR T o @ T ST | R SR WA, @ 777 Feh
99 T gteyl Au | wiidFitas quinaw wAw wHfae free
I crial fiacg @2 B AGA RN AR AT
RS @ A 93 33 AT Te7AT 4517 JqRA | (A i
ASTFY (IS CRLATAT TITT WAF 4T |

Q] A CATAE CF B oerad ouwitd MR (RN ol
frefe o R Frafea | awa-fF “cgr i atabe @361 o e
etz 37 20¥ MfewiEA | st iy foaees ‘oA 39S AHaty
T S @ T AR e 7l @t TS APNAT 1

FAT RT3 wafe,
o1 A0F A% A ‘B’ ( Logic ) @ whaitafi s swfe-e ( Dia-
lectic Method ) Amif¥® 24%d | (@ ©haltAzh3 @3 A% AR
AT GFT@ TWEHe AA TS T RA S Heleg oitT fAey
ST 30 359 3 T & I SRS WA ey @ w
Q@M WA THT AR IR WWF WA CFACS At amiaAtes
gheaty S A aafes zat Acy TAg (7R el OPIER et
FT (T P NI TALS 03 FIOF A T35 (BB 9F R |
S T2 qEF Wi TD) (@i T @07 WENew LA SAE |
ORIZAIBICE AN F AT I (NSIR, TS & S IS T |
-, ATICH, AP A AP YT TAIISE #% W
Brats I3 €% AZA-ICE-IeT A AYrS 1 A, fr=ia, =,

v The numb'r of these increasod to such an extent that not only did the
larger puablic get accustomed to conclude from the tombstono that death and
burial had taken place; but even amongst those who had previously called
themselves, Hegelians, the aversion to calling themselves by this name grew
upon them mmore and more, and assertions were openly made ‘that the
Hegelian School and even the do:trine which had been promulgated in it, no
lon ger existed.” ( Brdmann, UIT, p lo0)



W CRUIY i

ey, WiNfe—mnE @@ wwie ooy W o a1 o
ORITR0F 9 AT FIF ANCS A | AFET A @ 9F T
RIS CREy 9o 5 TOLN Wifes-Afer @ oF wiyfAF wirq
R AR I 7RE o9, TAed, TIOFT ST NI NS
5® (A (FRA 748 ; AiaT AfT stv AL, shy WifGs— Gitw Tt
TS e 79 | TRIAIRI-AfeI wont@ TeA A150T @8 WIAR
Bir ofe; Wi ATy gty ARdd | @R {68 waga-Afe «f
CWAT [EAS 7 TN A7 I AFA IW | SRR I0A (HATS
193] TR WGLF N WIS (T CRNAITEF Q7] IAIT THIIT
T fwfea, o Y 2w 3w Ae Hgad g 79w | @@
IRA @A WE s FafR ) oy q@feaw, W edag
FRexitrz iy FMeem St wiwE otaead : ‘el f{wy a1

WA I T O BT A oiesfir efe  fEs
TERA U AE | oRiERfE w51 JiA & Al Ihw
WYY FARA | AEhA (T 9% I @A A® WARE T
TRIEAINFF A7 FR0ZA, @ I AS A IR | S SiHA
T 7F @ (T WIWF ©RAIHT 9@ XU SRR Wy
T A e wEr ) GRSl )R A [{fen wd e
T I @2 AN I @A WIIAT TR @ 79T Wl Wi
IREAT IEEA | (@R eiiahE qtal wes 4 e qt N o
@1 fFe Bl Wifzdha, F16T T QU SHHiEFhes Fire
R AeIR 7 Y ATY @GR 5 $Ie X0 {0 AIAIE &AW
“RUIAR’ A0 At FICS (581 I0RA | (Greem ( Trendelen-
burg svex-92 ) qtyF Bfe sy Rute wifas s «®
wsife (5B s afeatr 3@ JARET @ &l @ Aiead
@&t ‘s’ qifarea ( ‘proceeds unhistorically and turns
them into Hegelians’ ) | Fitag cxuste cathl Tontfis ohutrazfiws
fiicy Bt @ Beatig 2w FaCAS, WA (U fated ontrerehE
A wgRefd @ st | @€ Ife-RFe ¢ WA onfrabwe
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o I B AwIR e wfE =iy IRRET | @ @25
fi 5. ( J. H. Fichte, 393%->va3 ), . & i ( C. J. Braniss,
yas-sr ), 57 @%. qrapq ( C. F. Buchmann, 39ve svee ),
gfa* ( Drobisch, st-+2 ), <Ry ( Zimerman') o7e gétbad
@3. gt ( Hartmann ), s7ifaRi®n ( Chalybaus ), ®afifs
( Ulrici ), ooty eme #30a? eriaabas 9tiet 8 ey
I At fitaeed | ava-f3 Taaats i1 e ety o4ty ohyers-
e W Iufgar) T3 BfF e onder <3g wwa
AW '

“The Dialectic method passed into entire oblivion in the
disputes which? have been chiracterise].  Strauss never em-
ployed it in his writings and if he reminds us of the dialectics
of Hege!, he at the same time also hinted that the solution of
contradictions was not the chief thing. On the other side
Gabler seeks to escape the reproach that the Hege'ian God
was just the Heg:lian method by pronouncing it to be of
secondary importance.”” ( Erdmann, III, p 8% ).

ety PfeTT BReis e il i ehAses e @ |
IR coviAey AifSer oy @ ofaashs oufes fofe 3'm )
SRLRBIE Siter I3 AT HIR W (A ol AR e
gfogiacey @3If Awwt AT FIAN, IFG @A wiATRR
fafimes afexifie §Rte AR @wied | whatsAl F3cs e
HEAT (3 NCARiFe CRUNas wieTs ox Aors wePE gl e,
|y @S I &I A | @A ehnaRhE waifes ¢ i
3 e AR, @ I FHAINT AT Atared wg | WY @feee
T 1 93 TS A —9FM At o «f @78 1 9w i
CFIA-SF TONT (AT A A ®F@ T AR TR S i
hF, I WY T A AT A2 oR e Wiy a1,
@3] IFFYF 77 | TR 19 ¢ TS ={ Tt oy e
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] T R A I MG &F 6T FF AIA S A
afif 7N ST AT A JACS T AT I ANFA, ST 93
et 27 A1 (q SRTAIHT NS5 g1 |

“fefte FUP HAI W17 AT @, A1 Aifes) eiasPbws
WA IWRET @92 FAR @ witAE NS o1 391 501 71 35,
¥ 48 afgentd (113 IfeTs @ FtA0y TR RT W) WA
3ty FTAMGLAT, B I3 @ I st wiwl 17 wES it e
] A AT WA ST AT A5 &g FT wAT
Ifegwe T al | Se1d Srazfs N 7708, @3 Tore! 79
TI-S1138 AABAT FA (FAS 7T 1 @-Afe fqm7 atq (op its
own merit ) ¢fit% ¢5tF 311 SRERNAIMBF-F 1A wE psEHT
NS A WA I SR AN 73 @ IS 01T @i @ @
A oAty NS S Ay | Ay NS - @
WAl Wi 3 I oty ; 7% @R fe ¢ I w3
whtAFte o@ IMAT ¢ WS A Lot L AeS T 9oy,
o7 A% HA CRAIBI- A3 Aeal r 7 5 o ofea @i
ATy FIATTE &4 U] I AITA Si7| 2TAl IAT @3 o
AT AT JAEA | IE? SANAIBIFT AHT meriz 3 AeTSre
w3l A7 FI CrA, 9pdts 37 1w wifEdtq ettt orcas-
713 [IT ITARAT (I (7 ©F 9% {9 WANAY cHLA A
Ll



WIAANFT TSaifeata— srmeasbera sméwm

B A3 YO AANF WA (G, WA, FiRd Y @
AT U @2 AR o ¢ ARy ity ¥
BovTT FACRCA T AT WAHeAT Foaely @ FARA o
AR, O} {H-FAAT TGN AT ST N 0w
g zfoger | H{I®A @IWF AERAWT  ( Pantheism ) ¢
gheuy 3R guifRrew ; w3fifts AT 8 WA-I%rT o) 7l
Freies o8 Al TS oy AAEAET ( Atheism ) ¥w wafwead |
affa o @R e ol Afgay ot s | R wers i
FERNFT AN AT IS W03 (508 MAted galea o 421
wigrea i gm ; 3% o1f o¥yay g got @3 cteds sed
5% (3 (1% eI crtety oA oo wewifars 2figs, @9 S
ot ifegay 3T IS 47 1 AN €@ PO 3 TARNT ALY
R S AT faifoged, R T @i 93 AfvemE
R T R ey N3 Afew fea ez s i1 S Aty
il

COR AT WA A AW -47 TG ALIRANA oAl qiw fefA
AT AT T e Jaced | fre Ry swoR soeies
AT SGCS St 27 A AT Y GR S8 AAZ (HATS T el
TEINFT Afeeiyy o7 2oy T @3 ffrmam By mds ww
AT ST AFBIAY FICRA | S089 AL 9 SFIT 14’ 9F
AT TEIART Y AR A A IR | AR TS
@Y Y4 ' BrargA | fof fordvee

“No one in the world can be better fitted than ycu to do
this, for you are the exact oppcsite of Schelling. The perfectly
sound idea which Schelling formulated in his youth ( we must
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recognise the goed there is in our oppinents ), for whose realis.-
tion he had no quality excopt imagination, ---this idea
became transformed in you into truth, into reality, into some=
thing endowed with a virile seriousness. Tt‘\at is why
Schelling is an anticipatory caricature of yourself, - =1
therefore regard you as the adversary of Schelling’ the necessary
adversary, endowed with plenipotentiary powers by their Majesties,
Nature and History. Your struggle against him is the struggle
of philcsophy itself against a distortion of philosophy.”

@AM “perfectly sound idea’-f6 W fFgE 43— FTAF | SIFHT
W Beanz W w3 fwred ot QR FwRAT e )
w3y §F FIFANTF A2 WAT @€ T {0 IR RIAT A |

1] CFACS CoATAE FATAUF svro° (PF Sorsv AT A4 &' I4-
#7367 I STASI IATATRA (X S 1 ey Aw WAy I
1fe3 AT &1 ‘Thought on Death and Immortality’ (sw-e)
@32 ‘History of Modern Philosopby’ (sv93)-cs fofq cxtsiaiaty
F  SMATEANE i frig @oed | ~hAiE-Afe g i
fi¥ w7 | weia® ‘The Description and History of the
Philosophy of Leibnitz’ (sv24), ‘Pierre Bayle’ (3t-ov) @ ‘Essence
of Christianity’ (sv83)-cs ffq AE43amra ware s fadia-
HT AT @oq T ared | @F g7 I PO A | iz
e (UF Srov A6y (377 72 fof foptared, it i crtafaad
8 aFfedaid 2y gyl frared | Afny S pdq TS
e @m @7 8N Zowg ‘Man is what he eats’ 177 oISy
oA A oy spd AfdTs @i At

ey AT Y OF TR @R MYy 30| Atw'e
@S #° € (31 ARG I AL orAISE FAUHT QUARE W@
faftes RS at® Iea | oYl T sves-oF g =t K-
cUITeSE PRI | sveo-ay IRl Fta T o @tms
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267 T TEd FHRY T | o oz i wn) swse
AiEre Tre Y AR (T IR AR ( Edgar Baver ©
Bruno Bauer ) wi@ue 373 Sitwe [ 3t130F wniaea piifas
FwT 5aw AfFIRS @ wwiw ffracga | fofqy e ‘Reinischer
Zaicung’ 1T @R ANFT | @ AfHP W 2@ O Svso AA
A7 T4 #t7 ‘The Holy Family ; against Bruno=Bauer & Co’
AT R oA | @re FofR AAT @ FEIINFT NWATORF (huma-
nism ) &% AR H¥A-97 AWK @ FA| ABR-9y Aty
@8 TRWT AWILA-ATT (NF | @R e RN «4fs Iy
fgifce wizer qrare eivedl I 1 I @3 Am W oo
TS |TAle FARA | FAY dvse AAE (P 4PCS) $iF
faa5te ‘Eleven Thesis on Feurbach’ #txF #:firy =aarm fofy
/Al IEA | Srse AW W WA @ oigEd @ e
CBI-CTIE A T T AV | AT arig o FRatT (0w ey
4FT Yo IIA G @ TR [ T Ay @ 1 AW
@' @A 98 Ffeglt e vw 37 SRI s I
Tt free @0t ffee oe 30T 1 @R ATtE-TieE @ AR
fofa InfREm =reitd, Si3g Avg 7 ¢ AfFde M i opers
A8 ‘Poverty of Philosophy’ (st8%) @3 ‘Critique of Political
Economy's IR (>ve3 )1 @ WEwWR oWt odl T [Rurs
‘Manifesto’-(S (Sr-8v) @ $fF WS ¥ ‘Capital'-a (sbvs
@ »92, fq)y M474 )1 FEE ‘Eleven Thesis on Feurbach’-«
TAFT (O EwS swee A 6T T SRR Iy =¥y 9
e 317 AN ST TR ‘ORIEIBF Teatw’ —$t7 ‘Critique of
Political Economy’3 §43% |

Tew 7 wrilas @ Aol Rgs rars S oot Bt
@B Aoy FA e g ey g e weie 3o

[#] ‘Eleven Theseis on Feurbach’ ( svst, 37%3te ) |

[«] ‘Poverty of Philosophy’-c® (sv81) eiiivrabe s g
w{Taie |
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[#] ‘Critique of Political Economy™3 { sv¢> ) §fi%t; <
T fnew vins edw “ouieals weay” A frer e o8
TRFR S wIm el Qi X v @ arterere caibfE Wy
e {7 =B a7 717 |

[2] & ‘Capital-a3 N AwAY G : @S ( svar ) atw’
¥ frmr vy A oA v N e Imre @
TS TCE WATSY| I |

[6] @17 ‘Capital-a3 ( sben ) FA A6 a7 7E-93f6 I
QO |ITE T (T Sy TRiIeRs s [Fgs sftex afy |

o8 I AT e (wI? AR 9y P TwE e Wy fare
W e e gm o8 @, w7 73wl R hydra-z wre
TR o I FAE WAL SHFT YD @ TN TR I )
w0 Wf¥tacy @%@ Stz ARerty v v A o rww A g7 A
T© g w1236 Beifye AR | B9 ©F @ A-TF— (I -9y
e B ACE TS QS SARRA A—"THeA LAY FonfF )
ef1ty ( Phraseology ) $t7 Sfeatal Mewitl, Sits Jiiiey «d 8
AT | GFFNA CRUACAT TMATSteA @ A s =l B G
U AEFIACF WA S weRwiey RN [IA I WAfRLW, (Sl
R FATHe WHF To-aTE ANE [AfeTST W8 8 @R TH-
FRAFIAS FAA-51IT, 7oA Tt bt Wl fAfoma zw =fevey |

o3 @-fEE TeeR (% @ ME-e3 phAz Aty ‘ez
T 5 B @A R fea® freg oweest | =3 W @3-
PFs My e 37 v @ vz wifae G Afiifs e
#f33Fes 771, @ Fdte AT DNFT FT UL |

TeIF A NF g s, Sexwha org @I Doz
A1 @ TS IR @I IF=RTS ARSI | AWTF FAFHY
e T | I TEIAT (wF ¥ oA wreted el o
efe w1 oty fo It wore 0w wiFA A I AP
WA FAAS I WA | $7 @ RR@T @t Atfeens
IR (I AT TX (07 AAR IWR | ROM, WIEIIT, O,
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g ( Buckle ) ergy 3% eatyl TFhF wAs 33 Riaer o
<8 7T AR ik Sty AW ¢ R e e onzE s
BT | BRSNS $T 44 AT 5180 (N i @ TRIINI
INE | AP IR TS pfE @l T e o |7 AR Al
@4q31T v W3 R@NATR methodology ( erntad-fRwie ) @ | 7o
#g PiATET I R @8 | It Mty wmnied @
AT NS 7T @R O At R v @R TR A3-
viaes | ey @ i et Ret i Wi feg aw, @1 @ w8
¥ 919 ( Logic ) wdie otz 1° siw? oiezfis wwaty
&% AGA T PR @3 @SfiAay e piNE i @1
2Fs ¢ s = fafen 1°¢

STl ats TUATRT WP FISITA] 20 I 432 @B FISHA Fie
FATEA CEiA | WP’ QAT e ©98 =ay 73itFe ( absolute
spirit ) 367 I Fred 3 ed-Re @3 I s
gRef | «? AT Adi-Reie g eiaats | @B erdid-
Ratm stitace T @fed Iae TR -
T | WINAT SR MNCACRd, iy ehiAshier sdhaics
vite o @ 71 wRAfeF 43S 739 TR, i€ A7 FIEE)
AER A I AT FEIIAI 0T 7 WA TR I
whita s Tty Jive i |

A @I cxoieas ARIH) 3§ 03 AR g, oA
FARF (AFC [ASRE A7 AN NF @fe-3ga 1A ot
JIWCRA | Sr8 AN TWIAF  “Preliminary Thesis for the
Reform of Philosophy” afta 3 217% faafewaa 1igd” 1% eeed
w31 ST 4SS TaAfRrad | @ 2w WIIAT AT s

» “From the Marxian standpoint philosphy should be a methodology of
science and cousist of logic.and dialectics only.” ( Psychology in the light
of dialectic matericlism, KN. Kornilov, Psychologies of 1930, p, 245 )

5o “Dialectic Materialisam is a philosophy of this kind, thatis, a
methodology of seience” ( Kornilov, p. 24 )
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erer #featy e’ folrars woACSY Ao @5ty IA | S pre
fofq o1® 3z REN-fR37 ( Subject-object ) A€ ATy witetsatl
e | $7 e A @ Ray wdie o wwiAEl € 5y WA
(Being ) 77 R~ &%) € ATGT T @R O NI AT
Wity afgrets (Being) @tes e Affeed ffce wamie
FUN, AT gorel -FaEe; OIS GO TwTT @
wo-fAafye 172

TEIINIT @B (I I (NI 2ITS Itw @ Sty vz Stw
T A WA ™I fHeaegd 1 %A ( Thought ) @3 sy
( Being3 ) #w& farz +fAqrs Wz t-free! 2w oty @3 =it
R | i MEI Wi ceF wtg o4 A7 wgAEia € wa-Rwiy
oSty ATwE T fE-fagg w99 9 coeanel-weamel ( Thought-
Being ) #7911 WINITHY (Rrie FAIBIT O S¢TIA-S1Y XF II0RA
‘TR e WA fiey | wimte wffasE of s ot
3R N 43 Atz o3 Mg | wwedd ‘Idealism’ (77 )
@ ‘Materialism’ ( 31T ) (NI G5 g8 S o 37 wifarates
TWI @ A I T TS 681 IWA | G TH @B (FI oy
Y TATEe @@ R o1 IR coaAene 2N o a
AN ( subjeet ) Wiz fofe 3w oitzar AT SrRam
(Idealist ) (oM3A ¢F AWFA ¢ T wwIwrel 3 Rews
(object ) sfeq € cifdFer A WA HURF woIFIAT
( materialist ) Sty TMfAS 37 W HE | =Y ‘Idealism’
( ©t3at% ), ‘Materialism’ ( HTIFITF ) A¥BT A 7 w73
sewiter TR, S A AL Y TSIEN @F (FH oMF e
facs® whifos  witAlS IWew | @BGT wigre marerialism
( &%atw ) Al matter (gv ) Foify AfFetarz aiey Ayt %

33...“the true relation between thought and being may be exprossed ac
follows : being is the subject and thought the predicate. Thought is conditioned
by being, not being by thought. Being is conditioned by itself, has its basis
in itself.”” ( Preliminary Thesis, 1842, Plekhanov, p. 7)
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AFA @I AEPT TSHATY Y FHIRNTEF 0T AGT @ AT
Iy 1R fIotaR 33T |

PEIAUF IAEA, Being 3 wowet® Thought I FeAMER
fongl, TH-97 ©& Being T ﬂaﬁﬂ matter =n e W3R @¥
*fierl wRu TEIAIE AAF GO A materialist | AT
@3RT Wy WefE I ACS AME, @ WIHAT O [0S, PoR
s @t FwEAHT ( Theism ) RFE AT 479 ILAMLAA,
a3 7 @ Sy AN WS Rl 2 71 | % wwamm
3! materialism IS T QAW T YT FTEIFNTF  (Fite
AT FECRA WA WIS W (W Fil (7% | i wifF-
w8 farz, Seife e waffe @ R GO e ¢ Fady
(It Wity I A @] (S WA @ Al A Wy S
TR WA e | 3% wwaw @es e gl cotad
FCST @R BT FTAWE I I AT FEAT A I W
AT FA WA <A g @@FIR Ty R @ W
O W AT WIIIF GO IR 47 fAvaeT | R
fiffas @v, @ stx (F. A. Lange) (svav-1e) SR
History of Materialism (sbev) fF fer-fRante  Bre
FARIFT TYAN IS A FORA | Iy WS FRNFS
i93e-4f (Humanism) ¢AiT58 92 49 | cagiqwe (Plekhanov)
ATG CHIT F0T (IR IS A I 4, I Qfazd) Towe: 7
[ARA, ‘G TS EET Wy P ol esi i
(Mehring) ¢ @ e 3% B T IEA B =R @S A7 >3

6 78 couiaTe e T w OF (N FART TN
fod @R @-TNE WET ¢ I T A ] 9IS | FOWAAMNIFT

52 I must admit that I do not clearly understand what F. Mehring
thinks about this question, althongh Mehring is the chief and perhaps the only
expert in Philosophy among the Germau Social .Democrats.” (Fundamental
Problems of Marxism, Plekhanov, p.5)
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faafafis oA Bfe cww o eratd Fars ootarea @8, Fazar™
w3 fieras -

SRR ww AR eqw 5ul; 1 T R, Wi e
four zom wima 1 2 o raedy W A%, o wey @Ffs
AT @A FATS I WA IFA@IZ TR iFerre Wiz ars
F]71°°

c. (IR FREMT TEIAT (RRSNF TH3 T@T DT qA
QAT (BLATRA, CIANTAS PEARNT HUANTE BT ITICRA | AW
AT (BT CRATETE (R T (Y BT Sfearata caitathy cue® fine
GOAHY 74 ofeq] T 11 Hweres cwe fof siqedifey
wf @ CIoRA 9T WEET T A1F @A oo oA @ oiw
FIACS AR 7R IIAT TOLF FiAI AGA I, —F 33 (FIALB (AFE
wOIH ANIfre zrm A1 |

T8 (21F, TU-6% ( Being-Tnought ) =& g «iow
Bfafie NI IEIANIE TN 0 0T {ERT | 9178 ooy
wffe being-a3% W AW | FICHT VAT I~ (Thought)
A% O TeASE ( Being ) (FNA® fary 41T #fitz F1— soez
arw A3 fIwwe! @IUE 7 FEE (5941 @ wTwd ( Thought and
Being ) @37 @ty 7@ ooty 128

3o (3) *“Cod was my first thought, reason. iy sccond and man my
third and last.”

() “In the controversy between materialism and spiritualisin, the affair
turns...upon the human head. As soon as we have ascertained the nature of
the matter out of which the brain is made, we shall speedily attain clear views,
likewise, as to all other kinds of matter, as to matter in general.” [ Essence
of Christianity’ ( 1841 ), Fhilosophy of the Future ( 1843 ), Essence of Religion
(1845)]

38 ‘“‘Speaking generally, the laws of being are also the laws of thonght,.
that was how Feurbach put the matter. Eugels said the same thing, though
in other words, in his polemic against Durhing. It is already obvious
how much of Feurbach’s philoscphy enters into the constitution of the
hilosophy of Marx and ¥ngels”” ( Fundamental Problems of Marxism
Plekhanov, p. 11) .
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1w (5%1-wteT (Thought-Being) (¥ 437 FRIAT (HIRTATRA,
o1t 978 4 fvay i 7tfie 3w focaoew 1°¢

e e o wmie (AR awin ol
fite | ot @tqts froves Thought 31 (FoATSITE WAt (BT
a3=% 37 wrS Being 31 woNGl | @i gu Thought @t
Being~937 fRwqety fAT9q Fagd @ Sitez 37 AT I0I0EA |
g ars Aotz @37 Wit w1 F17d, @8 Py GFrwT
Totey F07 wefte WT STy NI I A 30 @ av
i@y s 99 thought(d subject @32 beingt® predicate
w7 W v Ied, o WO @8 . famea @shy
Beitriare wff—being 31 W 71 AFFeF ot T ot @
saite? REtGie? ot few ) e @351 Sottpiens
B CReTTe T @B 47 (u fratedt® fh ovm, sk Mvton
m m |>‘3

ﬁ*s. S 9B T 8 (FHFT AINF (“unit~ of thought and
being”) fegre® «fehl FICS 4RI A, T matter-i3 BRw i
Thought-c& Tl FINT WA A=To¥8 %3 (-+-it ruptures that

unity.” Plekhanov,n 8)1 S & oI @@ ATIR Aforaize
AT FAAT | (AT I 7 TINR (ANTT AARA (T (h2P TiReaw
GFAIT AARE, @ QT T @A] WG @2 ) WS (FZE G 39
@2 5% 31 oo Sta® fHuted 3 ed 1| ore? 5o 303 9 e % |

s¢  “Here we have a view of the relations between being and thought which
was adopted by Marx and Engels and was by them made the foundation of their

materialistic conception of history.”’| ( Fandamental Problems of Marxism'
Plekhanov : p. T )

se It follows that Hegel and the idealists in general, only suppressed the
contradiction by suppressing one of its constituent elements, by suppressing
the being or the existence of matter, of natnre. But the suppression of one of

the constituent elements of the contradiction does not mean that the contra-
diction is solved.” ( Plekhanov, p. 8 )
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FIwE FTIW B AT (AT T wHored 7A subject I TIRY
& thought 4l (51 &7 S13¥ predicate 3} @ 1°*

fieg-faad, fow3-aifRa—u? @ET 937 wazaT Sty i @iy
IS BB ;A | @2 ST AR (T AT cHdtAE 46w )
B @@d 5IN WA I (NI FOAEA | ORI A
33 @3 9, W7 7S fIB1T ol 2xtd 9 w9 3 |
e Thought 3] (5%%41% gt Prius 31 79, Wi¥ being 3} wo7gl
ot7 predicate | 1% IUBE 1t A7 TR WARA ¢ Beingd
gty Prius @32 Though: &9 ©fF predicate (I3 @ PN
Rratady waE BN F}I @ HS-¢59q ( Being-Thoughe ) T
AT AN ROACA (BLF St T QA T @AY LT | AT
Wy @} IAE Bfea it @ LS 1% T TTRA @ AFAF
T AATRA (T, FITANFI OF 2o I (o= axqeid AT
A fire TS, w3 oy g ate’ fagres d At
TSI RIS IATF TIF FACS IS A1 1Y

E M AweeTRied (piRY 203 AITFA L TEIARS A% CHicH
AN T IS WA @A 3% beingld predicate I WITF
Ay FA ANFA (]R3, (AAAFT 1317, ‘suppress’ IA HTFA, WA
EIATE QAAI NS a3 7 Though -3 Being-a3 &7 I
Thought-cF 75147 313 Wl suppress’ I3 (TCATRA | WG (HAAT
TS @I AARA @ QB! AWILT AN ASH 8 O FiF IR
#fer3ia @37 (‘crue unity’) R4 371 gATR I—@ I W AT

’a ‘“Hence in contradistinction to what the idealists contend, the real
material being is the subject and thought is the predicate, Herein we find the
only possible solution of that contradiction between being and thonght against
which the waves of idealism beat in vain. This selution is not arrived at by
suppressing one of the elements of the contradiction. Both elements are pre-
served and their true unity is made manifest.”” ( Plekhanov : P9)

sy “If Marx began the elaboration of his materialis§ conception of history
by a criticism of the Hegelian philosophy of right, he was only abls to do
50 becanse Feurbach had already completed his criticism of Hegel’'s speculative
philosophy,” (Plekhanov. p.8)
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o e efeqpel it @ 5, (for aw @ e
m m ‘;rt |>5

& <F A al o, TAERDA s 7w ofemesim <@
AMGATIE 7T fF@iny 53w Bow aa vy I FoeeT | S
T ITA FEIINF QAT AT SRFT  E51T NG IR @
S T QAT BT feg ( inverted ) fititEny AR WewgrE
C(RAA IACRA | TFM PRAT 77 5I® 35 O g @¥ Being-
<consciousness I &Y (AT (BT AR T 1 @3 @% w7 A
41T FLARA FEIANFT ¥R ¥F | Inverted Hegelianism (BHiw
RN TAFAIE WAWIT IAcRA @R TEA S cUrF 4z A
aTF FT AifATates AnfEOET oE | IIHE AEA wIIAIT 13-
g ¢ BeRifid | wadts WA MEA-SrET AT W AN | S
A, TE TEINIT P QOFINT IRA  (FOANRA @R 17 33
FRCT MO ITT QAR GFSY WSRYANT {34 I AFAT 2ol
@ wfaee fatd woawe, ot A=l quq wBE @ v aEw I
A7 4 e sEIIF wE, @ I B fFytwmmea (D
Ryaznov) sewww f | o @ =iy @3} 930 «fswtw 3w
AR '8 FABI 7Y ey a7y 120

WAl WA I PAaTE @ v afsnifis A 53 s wre
eIt : AT 3 Iy feds afeas 3 ered aifagsy
wf3fiet @ wfefw oW 7iv I3 oot (o3 FeacRA | TEAFNR
WRA (@ WA A AFA FARA e St (AT Wwy
WER | @R CIUTEE @-@IFISNE IR FEARA | CAAAT,
A 2 FAFA TEr Qe fared somaEen e A=y
o8 T AR WIY I SFST P IR AEA amrep-Fe

sa “This solution is not arrived at by sappressing one of the elements
of the contradiction. Both elements are preserved and their true unitv i made
manifest.” (Plekhancv)

e “The statement is not perfectly correet. Marx radically modified and
supplemented Feurbach’s theeis, which is as abstract as little historical™......
(Ryzanov : Preface to Fundamental Problems of Marxism)
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oo Iveilis VIR [ TWR TERFT v W
FLEIAF-FHA NAMH @8 FUT T R, (5 FOF 77, GOL (FUAT
faafis 32 1¥°

IE? Y1 m AEAiRa fefe crwy o zA IR
PR @f B THETE U I —TEIANIT SheiT AT |

o ev—fRae-fRed AW (subject-object rela'ion) ¢¥t3®
w-a3ft o7 TeAIfTS Tty Sitwe Moy Wity TR’ TERT
ceead favares | ifd @oow, T@T epistemology A WS | &%
BEAfE waffs Tt w7 o TERIT @ et
DI IAEA I WAST TEAART QS aF Ay
ELERA

TEAINFT WA wue 37 feg-Rad o% Az TreilRe
o ARt arE—dta Torew 1 Aty @ TR @-wge iR (WF
ey fIRte | TEIANRT WS Gorel 3 Being® AW C5oA
Terd fiRad 3@ IR T @ g 6w 3@, w4 I@,
wye] I (RE IARRT &% Tel afewmiy Tw | XSS
g W, S seRfteNs dfewfae w4, WA
wiAtRl T R rE | ARy f5u-weire 1l f3g wea-wa W
Uy efte oty fauw ey g i 1 wwm Al &
opfer eofy ohE R4S Tw)1 «F TemME WEy diel

2 “When we say that for a few years Marx and Engels were disciples of
Feurbach, this is sometimes taken as implying that in course of time their
outlook on the Universe underwent such changes as to become completely diff-
erent from that of Feurbach:::--This is a grave error.-:-‘It is not Thought which
determines Being but Being which determines Thought.” This idea, which
underlines the whole of Feurbach’s philosophy, bocomes for Marx and Engels
the foundation of the materialist interpretation of history. (F. P. of Marx-
ism: Plekhanov p. 21)

2} It musthowever, be admitted that Marx's theory of cognition is
directly derived from Feurbach’s. If you like, we can even say that, strictly
speaking, it is Feunrbach’s theory brilliantly rectified and given & profonnder
meaning by Marx.” (Plekhanov: p. 13)
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o A w1 @, v Tw W A Ruwan G oo
n39 {5u1e, non wwglers atny fAfER 3 passive 11°

FETANF TAE * FYTG] W CFOA-SIIAHT 4o 138

TETANT @ ffery wiAamee a1’ ofe-q@ It @ ;e Aew
IW PANAE IW AONEA | THATR oA, e Dwerew
pfow T TRINFT BAeWT My ( brilliant rectification—
Plekhanov, p 13) &% @9f AUMEAT WAZ W TS TH S
qAA AT ATIN PO AN S S wwe ! Aw R
T FULAN QA TEAIANFT A 7 o 7

ORI AT T3 A T -9 SR | WAIRAT ARAE
fAfird ( passive ) ¥ ¥ PINTF AORA 5 T-93 A0S IS
aa% fAfs 77, Way fEae e feniq-e Wb | G amw
WEF <eifie @, NWRe TN IR WE Ty @Aty
SOIT T @3 (7 | PS8 WY @2 LT @ wr—a grz
Tyy @ Wiy qre-afedrs 5l stare @k ‘o @ fa-
afsfarta ng frea? feter @ T3 eIl o =7 Tt Afifss,
sffafis @ fezfre ew wawg | s @ 3wy ( subjecte
object ) W @& @ RIS ( reciprocity )— @& ww-
figrr wo 17 TRAY A @3 3T TG AT AF ATIR QI
w5 T MA | @8 AFapE ot IWIAFT ooid IR
473 7, o S yeofaen UMAFE! AfHaE fur Ty Aol gw
oy | AE-ey FRex e Afvs @ iy eifers @ woa e
tF IfE fin & sre-afevives +w, @ifs 3 progress-az
ST St |

TATAT @ TP FUIANA] Being-¢cd Thought-97 &% 37
emid TS s Thought-1¥ wde, MAX = € o7 fErtereis

e “According to Fenrbach, man, before thinking about the object, exper-
iences its action on himself, contemplates it, feels it.”” ( Plekhanov, p. 12)

28 Thought is precede? by Being; before thinking a quality, you feel
it.”” ( Plekhanov, p. 12)
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fafiry efewas 31 e AR #1530 cwae | o, SoR
T worg if§s ( mechanistic) € <ITATE wWE  CoATw |
TR 79 A ¥, T A gHAy aw-E TR (TR
ATHI TS TN ) HOAHIE AFA AA 30T <E (7 (T [
IWAT &R MR AFERT I IR | AT QS U
AT WATT (NF M5A FAN AfSBE w1 oy ffi-a
ata’ e

“The chief lack of all materialistic philosophy upto the
present, including that of Feurbach, is that the thing, the
reality, sensation is conceived of under the form of the object
( or under the form of contemplation ) which, is presented to
the eye, but not as human sense (or concrete human activity),
praxis (practical exercise) not subjectively” (Marx, 1st Thesis)

T RfTre T’ @& FUlts =@ WF I IR | A1R0aT
#fdm gfRltE (active role) @A @ R o Efee 3
e 13 s MSLF TN (O (T GOANHE SIS el wits
VA IEWF 9 I (TAl gl Al e wffw
(& (AT WA T ey 8 widTS! yige ww Hale
TRAT ~AFC! TRIW] WR WA 7 I6 @R HB | TR AR
nfetfes wil AowR  fifrea fAafie 1, w3 o A Tiow
MWW O T AOR SIFY FreaF W@ W IT ¢ 73 o
3ff wreE ARG TS WEAFOIR MY ATA W SR UK W
sidre el fifdeia? s W@ =N g RAF
(Being) atyte fivs fica Traeeg Moo Aferws gu Fferd )
«® 3ty Sirrz gEare fore At sifirsn +ffrs o Tdg |
o% T3 weatwee ( Mechanical Materialism ) X" @&t @
wBA AN WAR FERA O T AR FYWF NI I Sy

>¢ “The materialistic doctrine that men are the prodacts of conditions

and educations-« - forgets that circamstances may be altered by man and
that the educator has himself to be educated.” (Marx: 8rd Thesis )



oY i se
fatem woaeE 6o woAm (F FHR © uF 0 caradt TR | -
fofe o, TEe e ARy T of¥s grm ool Aiif3-
Afrmre TRT WeIR eilFe Iy o Afafes wa  fivm
e ool TR WS FAR, WA VIR AT TR 8 IWF
afoets my | «3ffs was fare (o fRafae e difirfes wwm
S (e TI SRATR TR @ epfers wE w1 AiRs
#fay ¢ AoEMg 7el 1 @sfgd oF 399 .f@7 (object) z3
Razs R ova ; w9fite WA o confar faad (subject ) z@
fTaE Jiarg, (oI FAE 8 FEd AwieE A Hew | wiRGER
&% active role 91 #fey ITE AT wiaerE w9 I
AR (WA I UEA | WAIRAT 8 oA WIT  GHATHT
@R oFwe o6 Tra’ AANYF oy We,a frew rfaew fiwarea @z
St farmy oAy @% o (i IF o fAhiy e Afwywa @
fafis zrary, @€ wif adfiva) 740 303 | w157 @ AP 7=
re-2feaiTey wid, A17e € A4Ffs, W g3-§ fqe) A3 A3 4f3zsq e
Reteia 7 frey fRfes zw seacg, aga =% @@ =aned 783
TR @R AIFAT Aojore «® Fferss sice Sty ARy=ifas
fau-afefeaty 79 1d g AT «fT$a o6 @ Fere
W3 WE I T AN Watgd FICS AT | @8 wgIE Al
SEAIBT ©F W3t W8 TIIAINT ©F A1 FIAT WAL TIFIPT 9
WIS WSFT FIH qEIS Afers wifery are =ieg 7
fFg @ e gw @®: AEe TAFHFSl A fHwigie
( Consciousness ) a%5] Af&Tw ¢ Tred SrAAdfT A I
FALR A @ (T AQTH AN (5B — 931 Ifacs e T a3p
SfATT (FAAR CBITY A0S (T WACH ~LINA FOIF (0T «¥ ©fy-
AFBFTRFS AGH TG FRA! B (FHAT R 3 oAy i3
FMS A AN Sr AHF TN FRIWIE AT @A coApaits
Af3ty ITW 0T AT I 7o oifem sl wag | 3
¢ WAT FEE WE SR 44t RGN AATH WAT I AW
e
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ety A AN €,
wify B el gy o 1

78 a ot el gR arwet oA @, o ot @t e
TN AGARITIL T 40T CTA |

wia THfEF FUAY (mechanical materialism) ¢¥tF FIGTIUGT
AR SFe (18— @R LAYy @3 Witk 1 Wy @F I STHLY
ARG G ARHACS] Toe1 '@ BT FRAZ ILA ATF FIAI A9 CWCAT
B I T AT AT | @B eEnAIfE wuatw e
73N FRIT WA WiR @R @F @8 A prgE 1fer Ik
=% ofe TUEE wiIel T vk |

aal TR, AT AT (NF SRNAIDT FoAHT IR 1%
*t1%7 @ Cafe®y Afey AMe) ey f31 | @31 T, THEET active
role 31 AR FTI MG | e @ I AW (T [ @R FAW
faraty e Tteemm 1 fF 7 “It is not consciousness that determines
existence, but on the contrary it is existence that determines
consciousness "—& I AKX TFIT FEI I active role-aF AT
T ¥y Twey et 3 AfReTeR W IuheR fafre
( determined ) &3, (3 Y TN I F T <413 7 A(F WFCaw
W AT I AT AF, <3 I fAmaRrrE (deter-
‘minism ) ¢S Wﬁfz?( w8 qTF 1 1

Tre"-43 epistemology 31 WTSH cwrws $f7 AgA% ¢ Rrdew
7R IR Il e 78 | wRte TweeR ey fAfw e wte
IERA | IBET REnaren Ty €T i 09 5 oA WA, NN
7q%e ( sensation ) ST, @R YA WY I, T4 I | =H
IATEI IJT AW MW, OF 7 ¥4 | @7 fIws Sy =il
T T I, FCAIAMT IR0IF I G ( objective Reality )
faaat=itg ( unler the form of object ) A BFFMZ ( under the
form of contemplition) CRAS CBERRA— FA AT foqme
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a7 ( not as concrete human activity ) | 3§ Titw'7 faver TTe,
TIRAT I9-WiT won (AT o3 eifoqrs way o mw 1Y

Fhad TEy oFfey e o sl e v o, wie
1 AT ( react ) I} ; Wiy @¥ ARWITR ¥ ANY © WA
T s 0T o IS WERARG @1 I AFFRE erohzz
w0 7, AW foFae wae et @1 sihafe e
WS 77 Ie— 17 ot 33 fafesy ( passive ) afegps)
T, Afersre 36 |

7% Ty o IGY IR WA 7 T4 THEA IACRA ¥
<% TEY ToE, ATy I§Y 71, AR tafie ofcfminte, g
O TEWPT O o ey IR fowaeraiv? ( Determinisim )
WY crel fireme ;. AfRGoterr e fies T @ Afm w @,
-wte B IREMTST At 9T eaR | TwET Te-o fRmadaitee
e ¢t dgl, o7 34 I tEwmE Afowfae I wifee
afsfFrme i fead o6 gl s | AfRdIas aoitdt g
T A3 IR (T AT 9FT1T Iw 93] (1$A-927 &) {4y @=Jae
AAEA ¢ ARER AT FAT TN T, T T, «fewlae
gwy (copied photographed and reflected ) 4ft¥1 Empirio
Criticism @3 or sbive ey «¥ 330w IR fewwea 117 &R
aI% IR AFewT Fed | APl W@ WF AR FOAN
WS 30T AT IS\ ST IR | @X I3 AT @AAe R
FEFART fAfopare? we w3Afis 2om |

Fifirs-e s, AEA |W AN ST Fewfe o,
SHINAFBT G l{f?-ﬁ‘t‘l (¥ being € con:ciousness-a¥
TEE @B opdl 7y 1?7

Yy ‘““..-Marx says that our ege cognises an object by reacting unpon it.”
( Plekbanov, Fundamental Problems, p. 12)

9 ‘““Matter acting on our senses, produces sensations. The sensations
depend on the brairs, mnerves and retina ete, on mattet organised in a definite
way. The existence of matter is independent of sensation. Matter is primordial.”
( Empirio-oriticism, Lenin, p. 38)

v From the point of view of dialectic materialism, the relation is under-
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o T e T I¢N (3 — uv ARe ety
f e gy ttw | FEIWIT WTww ( epistemology ' (AT @F
A1) A AR B | cHeteS I R, IR TR E
efaety T FII (581 IREA | RO oA, Sew cwa Mmearw
(sensation ) f53f7 4 T WM, IFT & TNE WA &Y
MESH 28, BIFAR SIF A% 5% 3H 1 a1 9 AT WY
Tz fAa) Rfa s am f4 ox, eam fowra o d 7, 312
TS AT TRAF 53 30 347 T ) W7 9 MERWET wfoms)
™ are I IfRGare o fmr fmga | o7 TReET @8 fAaT
fFaire s Faages ohw g w3 11°

@ wigte ¥ AwAFeT e (g vy sae, 7 wwfes 7
fars #3te 7, oitw ity Ag-25Feg w1 wafyy 3 T@ facez
JTAMLT TIFIIT UifEF wualy care Ao wiiwer A9ty e ff# -
I AT BB I | e whifaF gy AN wtireR o
iYW A wEF I ! A weR | i F
AT (AFT I 8 IGI WA NI |y fqre ¥R, o1 A
fpagfes e AifiNfwss <A sty g o $17 33 A
TIUAIBT T TifEF T9f@I9 ( mechanieal automatism ) @32
FHEioa fAaadares ua®y f¥ers 20a sfeory |

AHY T GTFF AT AT 4 | TRIANE Tveg $ta
(I 3B Gl SOITS fefqe wipt Woidy TOItLF Maie fweg 73-
TTINHA AT 261 FIEA | S4q mechanics ( 3#fIT ) A7

stood as the ‘reflection’ in our consciousness of objects of existence,” ( Fsycho-
logy, p. 248)

:» “In both cases, thought is preceded by sensation ; in both cases, we
begin by becoming aware of the qualities of objecta, not until after that do
we think abont them. Marx never denied this, For him what was at issue was,
not the undeniable fact that sensation precedes thought, but the fact that man
is led to thought mainly by the sensations which he experiences in the course
of his own action on the outer world:--this action on the outer world is forced
on him by the struggle for existence...”” ( Plekhanov, Fundamental Pryblems,
p- 12-13)
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ARote I, WF ST B3 @R TRR@AT 21y, “Afares
o mafegre  uifigein cpig® Atored, @w=-fF aimcey e
iertre TifFFetaith ety erieate e e |

WS I GLAWA [Ts arrer-ay T wrife g : o
T AT ARISARS) (rars ceafqy 190

ey e wyAFHS WAy AReS 2w ety @ fima
Stfter ; &93w4 ( matter ) WGfAE® 3467 ( motion ) & 73 T
737 RFt— T% T THOF A SH (6 | qoap’s, Fagse,
A T— @ 7R HST FA-fAAGAT ¥4 | “Dialectics of Nature”
AT Wros -7 Aforld v eowg 1 o1 @I Afew i
( process ), #4ex WO 9% ASIBLF AT HATS *firz 7 AR »
gifiFeta caa Hy AterR | 7S R-FTATEI @® el afve
¥ ot -ty Tigtar ATt Aavdd A, Wiy ey
wEitg | IEENs 35T ARS IRE wowr vt 9 o
wxgfs, 2wl foutmet fraee afewfers w3 1°°

Fieas =8 rdl TR, N WA (W@ FEIAF (OF
Aty 71T Facea A wif fefea | AfF gfi ‘active roke’
FUG! AR AR 16IFre TR ; W awifie Afm gfiw
e fA e A ey |

A% TMCEI AT TEIANFT T T |aAisal 30 ;4 |
Being-Consciousness 0% TLIFIINT ALY &5 IWRA  Being-97
@tqtg | 3% Being Tws ST @i (I 9oty 41 Tixeas w@-
i afegtfas cfat o fmfis @ 9@ 34 /Y W
WM | R AT Afaet aw Ainifem  eivent )

2o “The specific limitation of this materialism lies in its incapacity to
ropresent the universe as a process, as one form of matter assumed in the course
of evolutionary development.” (Quoted from Feurbach in F. Pof Marxism
p. 65-68)

> ‘The realities of the outer-world impress themselves upon the brain of
man, reflect themselves there as feelings, thonghts, impulses, volitions, im
short, as ideal tendencies...”” ( Quoted from Feurbach, p 78) .
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TICE-TIA (IS A FACHIR 3540, WT o AT qi77 o%r-
er@e Mo o, Rulw, i, fg—a 73 sigee for-
MY A€ S @ A€ 7R TFIT ATNF-ATR [BA e 19
. f3% ATty 2ol € Atae THE @ e I TgAT Wity A
@S T @A A | T, AAGF @ MART AT ah 4
wfazhety e i Ufers fr wig—aId Firer 3T oifee
@ 2R T ONRA | (RN Anie-7aR Wpfie &I% g
&2 AR 2MMITT 247 AN | AW -8 @-OF (AR (orTFR et
T crs oifw | 7% AW S W fUFPre ¥ ‘numanity’-cF
Atw-eREd Ragfe wa A 3w, oW 3 A 4
Gt ¥4 W 7 19°
. qMCET 68 BfET AT 4T I (BN T ) FAIAIFT @I :
“The human essence can only be found in the community” |
FEE TEIARNT AE Q@B M @ SR e o @l
fofe &% TERF e UpE R, RyFg Ife-awR
(““an abstract, isolated, human, individual”) wfe4ty gf¥® FracRA
@F I eyl i IR o aignes Aifas et @t
QATRA | WY AN EF ARIUAT W2W P G TIAD IIFIR
@ ifers Floq aumg ©f 7% | Fhed RUiaE @ A3y G 53 Forvtes
O @ANT A WAT PN ANIT FAAS (FITHI oGy
47 3T IS MFAfA | Riazanov @3l NI Fcave |°°
9y “Aurt, religion, philosophy and science are only manifestations or revela-
tane* of human essence,” ( Quoted from Feurbach in Fundamental Prcblems
of Marxism, p. 23)
“The human essence can only be found in the Community, in the unity of
man with man.” ( Quoted from Feurbach in Fundamental Problems p. 23)
, ‘oo Humanity is not an abstraction dwelling in each individual. In its
reality, it is the ensemble of the conditions of society.’’ ( 6th Thesis )
8 ~ “Furthermore, according to Fuerbach likewise the ‘human essence is
created by history. Thus he says: ‘I only think as a subject educated by

histéry’ goneralised, united to everything, to species, to the spirit of universal
bistbry.”* My thoughts do not have their beginning and their founda tion dire-



Aty iy e

TS qARA (¥ ‘human essence’ I IAIMI-97  oftoty
wHfirE FERIT G0 A | e A AT frem
I ATE FT FME, (I T WA AT wiagren! fafEs
@2 fags v IR S g wwhed g | 73 AN
f4ta2 ( phenomenon ) 3 fofe @ B, ¥ wiff =fs 7w
w{23s% (economic ) #fE | 7} #fee =TT I3 TS
AR A Y3y FOTETA IS T 9l ( “Materialistic concep-
tion of history” ) |°¢

BRoeime ayer@ AR 1T IS 2@, L59T-WE AR
TA— IR oIyl auif e | 7% Goews T
FIA B WIS @A A3 | W DtifFs Wfevat gow
T 97 o9 AR @ 3 WA BrEew (I qiad 7y | AU
Y IG-TAtAelE ( material factors ) 1% cONOHE BT
( geographical factors ) &f%! =iy fag 71 23, w3 Efezias fofe
TCES Airwd Yo WIEI Iy <R | T, WIAF @ (AA—
qE? Bfenion coionifEe fofe o¢i aa oftgd | ot -
gfexia cotenifAa fefers ( “geographical foundation of univer-

sal history” ) wta’ fAraE &= FC30RA | FHIAINFE FANAT iy
frtTea 10

ctly 1 1ny special sabjectivity ; they aro results ; their beginning and their
foundation are those of universal history itself ':---- Thus we already find in
Fewrbach the germsof the materialistic conception of hustory. In this respect
however, Fonrbach does not get beyond Tiegel.” ( Notes 19, Ryiazanov )

e  “That conception discloses to us tho caunses which in the course
of human evolution, detormine *‘the community. the unity of man with
man’’, that 18 to say, determine the mutual relations which bind man to man.
This limit, this boundary, serves not merely to separate Marx from Feurbach
but also to show how closo the two thinkers are one to the othor.” (Plekhanov,
Fundamental Problems of Marxism, p. 23)

ov “The road which the history of mankind follows is obviously pre-
determined, for man follows the road ,of nature as water runs in it§ channel..-
‘The essence of Hindustan is the essence of the Hindu. That which the Hindu
is, that which the Hindu has bocome, is only the product of the sun, the air, the
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Fiat Bfoey fRsor @ ity @ {ars Yars ot
A AW 9o A ol TEREE Wfw e @ QR ow
AUITS AN | @7 g T SR arew ¢ ANy 4 wa
LA |

S & T TSI A TG *I4 @ A Afe-2afbans qe
frores | @3 7T TR 39 A W2 w{2afss ( Economic )
3 C@C’ljﬁw ( Geographical ) =fesar Ate ceraeNs Nt &
A (Tt FTAE OLS @R $ia syt &fve) @ cifazsiy
5y ficitea | oiieRfices 3 an Str S e S
AfT51 | SRAAR TARNIT (NF S WA qI0W G SRR SfF
fR™8 14371 Being-Consciousness #¥§ fadty [ wiaiedife
% ( Epistemology ) wtzway #féw  gfiFty (active role )
siffes oM Sk a iy, o « el ¢ wifes, avv
g wieatsa F3 wak | 3 oinitawbien enat e Sk
AfFrFel 7R SR | WA WO WRAAE— Tiw @ @3 Rweg
TEIANI T MET AT {3 =12 |

. Being-e3 cffett w @ wftafes el wogaree aisigf
oA | 7% 3 Being-ay (2Ffey) fen wa ¢ oeir @
e AR w-famtq e €8, Wi @ ¢ ehfes (forward
movement, evolution) e 7w ta’ «I51 T fraweA,
o2 F{AE ohpRAIfT I gh REw AfeT Mo BN g7 @I
BT AT R 9} AMETS AT WY T4 AR 14 fFr
4139 3 wita] @3 Ty Rt | wd2afes  #Affas ( Being,
Nature, Economic environment ) 9737 #3767 ot
e ; foe @ 24338 ooy o “ oy frwes el ¢ fae
I T AT ey Ay e ) TR e

water, the animals and the plants of Hindustan. How ocould man, primitively,
hsve originated from anything else than natare ”’ ( Quoted by Ryamndv,
Pandamental Problems of Matxism foctnote No. 19. )



ceonYY iy ' ‘do
AR} cu My el oy RFSTINE AT YACE | AT A e
@ fIT54c¥ ( phenomenon ) W3 w{2Afesr #AfFwsy wWiRs
7 A Ml IR WA | Being v ifFafes 7w, Rafrs
& 1 (I37 SEAIfF NIEF PR 3T’ | Being-437 movement
7| fA®AT mechanism® g 4® oEAIHT *42fS | Thesis,
Antithesis @ Synthesis-ay ( fgfS-gffSfyfe-nfygfer) #u
AT TEIAF WAy FAA, T8 A9 ShFR AT 94 I}T
frates, @34tag a%-frgy e Alerer ol 19
8 ShiRed AEIANT AW e e fiong @ wm-
P [ ST WS TCATET ST WA 307 40T Tt i cgrr
AfGFT FLANT Ol @7 & 5 I faved, ;I BRATHICS A
graft I | TEIAT 9 SERAIBIF T T IR @ AW
e TR IAMEAT | Shasiey w57 TS e 7 3
T, A JRRAT AAR &3 G @ GFTHITA] NS e oty
FaEfREg | o mifas fRma «s fslr sta ot @
e AfeTed 3 (IR aF WG AT Terwl IS Ay
wafeEa 1 wifaF aer fAftmds s xfAge o aaetfee
eubiocfcaciRcRcL i< il et Ot titicE R L K o]
J FAMGNR TACF WP FAS ARR WA, A AT oy
) A A TS AT A, i 7 og @Fe? RAg AT I @ |
INEE TEIANT @2 g N (SRAIHF ) INT AT
g 4 e iy ffes A7 11 “make use” 3T IR
eiteir AT e It W) IR WERAT T
eRAIBIF G IRfA—udie TEFAe 3R g o=

94 “One of the suprome merits of Marx and Engels in this matter of
materialism is that they elaborated a sound method. When Fuerbach
concentrated all his efforts upon the struggle agaiust the speculative element
in Hegel’s pnilosophy he failed to appreciate & makeuse of the dialectical
element---This gap was filed in by Marx & Engels, who understood that
‘it would be a mistake, when criticising Hegel’s speculative philosophy, to
ignore his dialsctic.”” ( Plekhanov, ‘Fundamentsl Problems of Marxism g, %5\



ts Rz i

g FcfEm @ ArEtEa I AR 315, FFE 9w W Ve
T FI, WIIANIT Ao @7 Are Iotw dFfeiie Wiy aR
®| fezinm EiFT Setew IS |

@3 opfore Wit 7 @Il st fAEd @R oreaBIcr
fRagRre qaren | oot Res Reatres atel grafeea o o,
O eI A W @AY AR w1 IS 9w alwE |
Ui Wit @S figer AT My Y oEisis Nive
3 Roel r w@fea !l @ @Nfoe s @i
frmaAts o Fias o R 0 sfe-etad gk, o8
Nfee T 363 1S @ 3o Al =9 7 33 = @
T WRE G AT CGIY (4TS OF I, ¢ 477 e iy 91
A TSy iR @ AN B TR @R W @wIRA
BRiaFbF-fRrad e 934 Ttew's watye (1) afeety o <
oM A [AR QAN QT T I | I 99w @ a3t gfs
fim SfRew onaw, coiqe e AteA A | [ @ @ity care
TET SR T @R AWT IFE e @ e @ Nfew
fofe 338 T4 9% FIwagA ‘Deutsch-Franzosische Jahrbucher’
TWAF IR 1O awreprar @ Al etaiaslir AwA eten
7, S M-8 Y ©ite 437 frad | sesofag DA v
e AE WG #1-93 ( Arnold Ruge ) 7w Agwifiery 8%
T FAT [T FIA 9 AT FF TOITS 2517 T3 |

T e, TR 9T @ rF TN e TS @ Wit e
FS A 71 WAIIMFT Afoeiy e =l For% Ff 307 A
FACS AT TCHSA 248 | W @ Y A0 @ A4 o7 afoeiz «fs
IO I @ Al (¥ UiIieaIBI AfFare 3 ot w3 fiwdrg wAF

or“Althongh at the first glance there may seem good grounds for snch an
opinion, it is controverted by the before-mentioned fact that in the Deutsch-
Franzosische Jahrbucher Engels was already treating the method as the very
soul of the new system.” ( Plekhanov, ‘Fundamental Problems of Marxism’
P.26)



cciRec ee

NI @ AT ToF IEH I AT Sty ohuiaIraa
@5 IS CHIR (7 | @4 0o, S oratrsras afatesx ( appre-
ciation ) It fAgq wtal 1% 7 1 wfas fasiy e feona af%
wtarawftEs R (s way 3T I, @3 A oo
ATICAGA] @ IET BT uFaia 581 ¢ véty REy &, w9 @uEAT
7T % @3fata aze ©7 AWE I I It 50w 7 A 9
T (7, @ FY WA IN QS AT (q 7 Aeaor ¢ vl 2qfes 1%
AR s 957 A% &g Nfeq ISl @ Awtales Sozife
aE 3T WA T AR @7 Bl ste o 37 T Tl wace
A | FICER RIS AN fofqf 9B SRIAFBIF czootey vl
AT AL BoeS 9o foemd ANG-1fa7 eo4ey 317 (graft) 303 A
Fe | ROFIR SU8a AT T SHRASHE e “AfTwia @ =i Srat
3 SCAA AW A AT FATS AR | So8a A @Al
‘Poverty of Philosophy’ atw@ wdtafes T5re Str wRITRHET
Trad 8 AN AT A1 WY dwse AAT olWgE AN
Eleven These:-a7 514 797 Thesis-a8 @¥ wfafta3firzz wiep
atey Y1 @A T fSfe7 7-fwaty ( Self-contradiction of the
material foundation ) @32 faratt€? fAzA« ( elimination of the
contradiction ) ¥enifr FUw $i3 SRR rleas RIRe wat-ifasn
e cffedl FMH 1 @B RABR 311 Aw TN AT 12 e
AfFety el w99 e S 3wt aifas fafRel cong ¥y
A T Al @TL FETAT T St AR At o fag R
[AZ RN W) IS WUE SHAST] I WIR | (IR
Stz o fAFAZ I 9 8 TSITS TEIANFT TSNS (AT
farTsia 4% ¢ To7 T Tty | «¥ /G gty oAb
IS Whry @R @F AF TEAFT Being-Consciousness SHF
( wdft: Inverted Hegelismt? ) fstte ity ehitasfts goaiv A193
7T citoteie 33 Tty |



ceetn @ TR’

SRRARGIF A3 VIR SNf3sH | @7 FfFien 18 T T
ETF 574 IR | (AT SRAIMIFY 0w qtw-a3 oty
CRITATE “iteRT (7% | 332 RO oI @ SAfFety) Mws B @% wIT
T @I wRF a7d IR | vl 3 Wil @ (@ sfire
BRI FT IR ¢ I[Anee, -6 337 oF a3t W@ 3y
S o SRAThaE Al @ Aty T | ShRAILT AN
WEAtSAl qtE WS AMIR IERA | IS, T TS ST WAt
W% et 1 ©Ie AIFTINE Q@S WA AA-93 % FH Az
S 798 I 5A0S TR |
TE-97 Q-G ALY Brad 4 17 swee qA @A “Eleven
"Theses on Feurbach” A% ¢t | «% o/ats 16 A2fee I3l
¥@ §ITR— @ TAWAN T04T WETRIEI 747 @ Antwer caibrdeg
‘wteier fige gy |
AT AERA T AfeAe (Being ) (WIE  (FA-CANIT
( Consciousness ) &% g% | =ity Eleven Theses-a3 SQ’f-’S{M qEH
JAAHA Y 98 3BaTel 31 & AFloa (“material foundation™) G351
it TO1T QR TATHCT SIS A I3 A 5N | TS eigled
fowra? @% ity 8 Ixvy el fAfs zw whg ¥ ot fAcEw
fRevel fate A1 qoAel T T EA°NTF A IF 437t
P RIS I Co| RE T Wm0 SR Y
w7 WFS 30O AT 107 @B TWAT (RN AT IR W ST |
‘ot W ARt w7 et wag Rty (contradiction ) |

o> ‘The fact that the material foundation annuls itself and establishes for
iteelf a realm in the clouds can only be explained from the heterogeneity and
self-contradiction of the mate:ial foundation. This itself must first become
understood in its contradictions and so become thoroughly revolutionised
by the elimination of the contradiction.” ( 4th Thesis on Feurbach )



cgory 7 ¢s

w'e 31 oty @ sitar ARl 3w T @Ffs wiys firad
fR#esl (contradict ) I wrAE @R RIS B AT WioNg 7B
oAy ity B4y gew ( “elimination of contradiction” )|
RN S @ SRAA fAATHg RN WE (ReTS g et
@® o fAfiA-a, ( WqY cauiqe @Fe Brey I ) 180

@377 ‘Poverty of Philosophy'ts ( sr84 ) cral T1F ORitFfis
ANfeT o4 Doy 8 Azl | @A T U i@ Tae IR
AT CRitARfE NS ety AfFetaty oty I@ma | fin-
AANIT 9T 7@ 29 ‘Afs’ ( movement ) I ARIEH | xrwER
LTS @ A4 23T 20y A3ers feafd vy wo oy stoE At
-fefq fraea thesis ( f%Rs ), antithesis ( @fsf%f® ), sythesis
Y mfgfs )
. Oae Bfefire «Idl =2 etem qtw (v AEM ohively:
' @O oRftAafa— wfE @ i1 vl e TS
ARSI TR, @I GAAT W) A4y fqemmei AR | fFe
ST TEA RUITTY T 37w ;3 o Fifbe e Fwces
‘$ fqrey o3 fus ®E ( idea q) pure reason ) ft-giwtx
gE IR I IR FE@ A AEH-GT GFANA NG AT ZCEE
fR®s @i ( Pure reason ) | fsf soAeits ( Being 3] material

8o ““In what does the movement of purc rcason consist ? To pose,
.oppose and compose itself, to bo formulated as thesis, antithesis and
synthesis, or better still, to affirm itsclf, to deny itself and to deny
its negation:--But once it has placed itself in thesis, this thesis, thig
thoug}{t, opposed to itself, doubles itself into two contradictory thoughts, tho
positive and the negative, the yes and no. The struggle of these two antagonistic
elements, comprsed 1 the anti-thesis constilutes the dialectic movement.
_The yes becoming no, the no becoming yes, the yes becoming at once yes and
no, the no becoming at oncc no and yes, the contraries balance thomselves,
ineutralise themselves, paralyse themselves. The fusion of these two contra-
dictory thoughis constitutes a new thought which is the synthesis of the two.

1 This new thonght unfolds itself again in two contradictory thoughts which
| are confounded in their turn in a new synthesis.”” (Poverty of Philsophy, pp.
116-118, Kerr & Co. edition, 1920 Chicago)
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conditions ) @ 314 A fefe IAFA—II9s WTF ( Pure Reason
FIdea) 771 @A WY TERNIZ T2 ¥ wroirers fewew
s IRETRT— @ v S A B %) g My S wwl
T A T el fAn—c AT & @ e A Y @k ;Y
7cE fAT 37 5%, “emiTy T | @R TEONI (U IR
“Idea” 31 SRAWIY; W TET IACRA TG “‘(material condi-
tions) I” @ &Gl #%f% 3 method TRE TF-4F YT (INAR
MNFT @B 1 (T Ot F AN ¢ @ Ftwy stastiedr
(Idea) 4§ A CTAA WIS FACRA (R W77 NS @ T T
Tt IARA Fo-2FRS R Wi IA| Fw® @ oRiEROE
%% ( method ), (¥ f¥fe-afefgfe-7 [ qfe%7 ( thesis, antithesis-
synthesis &% ) g0 CreatRA ey (Idea ) sfers, 3% o
o%fs (method) ¢ &R ¥ frated wo-4fey Rasa1 7w
THE 4T3 SFFTA 9% T IS TR (3 I Ay ohyteerahiay
37 R wm (Uit oiahasfis | g% v 37 @s% mfes
( method) fefe 3 f{— @ g6 #ha SrtAFHF %6 ( method )
Y Aty 257 @ Afen a7 | @ +5fese ( methodologi=
cal ) *ift3Ta FU A6y WY Thew'7 AT @I ART 9F @ANT Wl
363 At @3tfare $i7 ‘Das Capital-ay T v gty |
@A FSfT i1 oRtaFfs 790w AFwed IR |

@? i T e @ $t7 vy oAby 47l vty
AR @l (e 7 Teq ¢ et 192

7% 137 AFR Sty @& 7ifid (3 IR @ el o TAfys
IAEA, O faem were @ wrKifes | 7 IR IRy ol
TATRA |

(AT FIE 1WA R ( thought 3 idea ) =iffeq @3z The
Real Zi% o7 3% 3| 7w&q!| wtu-47 Fitg The Real g

8 “My own dialectic method is not only fundamentally different from
the Hegelian Dialectical method, but is its direct opposite.” ( Preface to 2nd
Edition ‘Capital’, 1872 )
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wiffyey @ax 12y ( thought ) oy e 3 AT 1® @it
Aoy caae Wi @l fiew | f-fRsa wifies “qa mae,
e fgiae” N— oF o9 A R HR | 7% o AT Te
MR CQR-A1-c3, O Ity N @31 ote-=Aftd ( Thought )
7 weetrtd ( Matter ) 38-8 ohiasfis sy'al waa 3R
foafs w303 I3 207 AR R o Wy Tom | Fha qW 8
U W4T {143 A% (method ) @ a3— -ttda wifrw @
At QfAF Mol F ofF | @S @3 st N
w097 tateahs s (wF e )3 (Fundamentally different)
1 @At s ( direct opposite )— @31 UM IR A4 |
cevtE @ c5ed ( Thought ) fRvew wifif e ffd st otz
ORIARMIRY ‘mystifying aspect’ A Trw @ FLACHA | WY @R
729137 ( mystification ) @f} AA8 (wiMF FFAifA™S TAA
wATIRS 791 TTA0E @2 A (§ : (SR A4 SRATHFT AN
iz St e 13°

TE-97 WS SRIAIHT (LA (oF MAFT @R 7 AfS @
231 T QI frits W6 (feye T T e | 7%
AT TR ¢ (RUIAT (ALY OB OfF T ety Hifey
wig | @3 ILVRAE wAn Lo @ A ARE qI e o
iR ICS WA «F AT € e IS 7q 1°°

SEtERle g 336 e ARISHT @3t [ 4aeas i |

83 For Hegel, the thought process---is the demiurge of the real...In my
view, on the other hand, the idea 13 nothing other than the material when
it has been transposed and translated inside the human head,”

8o Althongu in Hegel's hands, Dialectic underwent a mystification, this
does not obviate the fact that Le was the first to expound the general forms of
its movement in a comprehensive and fully conscious way.” ( Preface to
2nd Edition : Capital )

88 “In Hegel's writngs Dialectic stands on its bead. You must turn it
right way up again, if yon want to discover the rational kernel thaj is hidden
away within the wrappings of mystification.”  ( preface to 2nd Edition
Capital )
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Ffs-2fsffonfyfs ®y @ a3 [edr 1S s =@ @
‘stareefle’ | «F fa-wafrs Afhe o4 3 ot S com
8 E Tera ACe 1oy wamia g | @d ohftRfis ww A
SR PAFT 517 M (qw Tk, @ g ALy 8 AfwtNa
o, @ S W rF 533 =Y v (T o 6w A
fAfm foy w=ig @ @8 Bafen =y ¥ ooy | @3] g
e TH Tormad I A WS PO (I AR @31 ofidag
S$trr  otyifs i a3— onttasfis D =maiw ( dialecti-
cally ) 91 Rafies 23, 8 3% g )

Iur AaT AfFasEz NS 3 w79 o T3— @ 1@ @ s
agH) +Ffes ¢ Rafews wog ots Fw | @ ToRtaF7 Subject-
Predicate 79§ A9, @ To-N{e] 5y-c59A7 (Being-consciousness)
Ao fAw | @FGq TARA (5OIR T4 Subject, T T Predicate ;
oIy ST Brbl @y AT AT Te0RA, TYR 0% Subject W 59T
®f7 Predicate | &T @tt— AtdFI5) T @8 A ; Rater NS
3| SiataRfes foeg av 1

Tew'7 oht3fe 39S (AR ShiAIfE | FiER TH T
TS IS WA (RUCAT SRR RE e T | SRiAIBIE
farr «ieatsal RS 8 Aty 1 @ F1AT T @4 g
et (AT (B8 F9T | FIIA (ALTTS IATRA, (RAAT Al
[T NWE QAT 68 4 | WGP CFWIAF A IR NACE
QRN (58 NI FI WIT 1 @wF S AEME G IR
Wﬂ IBQ

CRUCAT TS4LF Oiuitashs ©taAi ( “Dialectic Idealism” )
A -9 PIF CAIhs guat (“Dialectic Materialism”)

8¢ “One of the chief rcasons is that now-a-days people are ill-informed,
first concerning the Ifegelian philosophy, without a knowledge of which it
is difficult to grasp Marx's method.” ( Plekhanov : Fundamental Problemes of
Marxism p. 4: )
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T Creql WS A | STRET 91 QY (idealism ) € FEIIH
( materialism )— StIAFHIFT 77 |

@ $AFR oAl T Wt @A $t7 ‘Critique of Political
Economy’-q $3t7 7@’ Mfeg ¢ =3 Staiy orinafs wwanes
ey fIgs IWMET | GAAe  IWRRW  FIAS-FSATIR
( Being-consciousness ) W¥.3 f&fy 25t IW®A; ORAIHS
YL CFITA TATSA] @A AR | BHNT >rva AW @Y Capital-
a7 ST WS WA LA oEtasbry e shanafis suInw
FoTHA! AIET @ a9 e 2wty (faes oHten! gl @@ 3
A a3 @ ofbaas B7F A ofF (W3 Tt @1 oI
GOANHT TANS 49T 58] IV CACS A1 | 4% iz Ao -9y Fwy
TSITS A AT HS] A (Vg @3 S A A IPCA TSR
EENCNECR-CEIRC I

AT @2 AT TUANHT g Ity @ ey e v $tw
i) Anﬁ-duhring (ii) Ludwig Feurbach @ (iii) Dialectics
of Nature— &% feaaiql ABCS | WFAAZ WA @F SIEITAINF
TeAME @] A2 e fAffd & w4 ;3 oneA— @ fafed aot
TMa-97 @M @Z 1 -9 BT  TTAT GTAAR FCIACRA
@1 THNF LFEMAS [ MAIL T I3F A1 @ 9 >R 3
WA 7 wep 7 w=@ T (qF T Fe (WS oy @Iy W]
TUF CHRAFBT TSIUT NA Qo I F0F oM | 7% e
o @2 (¥, W -97 BFEET IIFT AMAe I ;Y @32 T AR
wffFer Lfents Im WA T Y @F, IGAMT A TYIHT
AR @ ATA SHAAIOF HotT WY TAE-747 07 iy e,
S Wrad TIUTS FUITE AT TEE | SAAR R T
ILILRA, PR TTTIIR FISIE 217l IRCRHA A, wetas @
4137 ( Bukbarin ) | @71 feTod S¥ACR ofd wHTRd ILCRA
AR G -e3 PAE Al e @ i wiwe e T @iz
JECEA | e TNE (ol erwitay (orthodox section )
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Uy W T SR TGN AR A 0§ At AR eirw
XA IWMAR freTe’ 27 | @faq S ‘Empirio-Criticism’
AT IS GFA-F e Fofered il e GonE @feb
IS (58 FARA S R WA A i e tawiE few
RS AR | A cagtaee iF A1 IS &g (Mol 4FAT
FOAIATL GUAIACE TERFS IR | 740y 3137 i3 ‘Historical
Materialism’ 73 3¥ce wigfFe e werigfas wuify aere w0y
AHAA-9Y AT | fruifes @ fromey o frrs o8 3tates |
SO G TTE SeROAEA| S N 0 IR W OHIAIF
oA W3] ol e TelT o @bifis TrTe | A -9F WY
g o Aots Sk @ WA, QFas Sl 7 INAT @351 8
e f4fid w9 ¢ rr1 ©i7 A o NN e @fAw, caatT,
T e gafend o1 fefe 3w am <@ @ §RS 3w
AT 2o TATES FTIEA |

o 1 7RIT 3R, FYANT SHFIATHRT 3 11T A Tg7 T
. frrace, SO @de  ARIEH TR | vhEsh s «F
Faetted WBaErg | @3 eRitarbace M 3 {ge wiEtsa s
3, #17 SR BIey AR A (U (WFE @7 AT AR |
Ffiere Fate -

T -7 SHIAIBT (RUAA3E OENAahT e Fivwe (R o
@ixtd g (g ®®  qeal, TE-97 PR T[S &, @i
TRIAIBT S TR | (WNAT WABAR @A At e
Teifie | W8 IR Wi AT e A3 JaTs 5dl IR

g8v The main principles of Dialectics, were as is well-known, established
formulated, and proved in the first instance by Hegel.” ( Psychology, 30,
p, 252 )



THERASIH 2

<% oierhs Gl o e wa www aftwsy e o
TITS A | AfGIMIT CABF v | Al W[ oAt
QAN I A SREFEF AT AT T AGF AT 7 |
&I QU R I S3I TS Afew etz Sty S
gifEfREd | SR &I @O 1 IERES (-3f ISR 4=
&5fore AfGFitaE TIe BT TATSR =3 @ IR 7 kg |

G fEAl AMGFT oA R, IR, WG A WA
FARA | T AR g R &P Ay A3q SRF e o
F I, S A7 i q g o1 wfS wFfaesn ) e
AfGF (I W I I35 3 WF Fpr 4315 IwEg @
e w3 @3 g 2R ¢ Afed! IS T Toa AfGF | A0
ST A (TNAT &% 417 @ FETeR (NF w oy $F wfeay
eRaIfT Al | oAt AT S TA 4l aAfEF
TASIHANT JACS TR | O} @& oA Afez ( traditional
logic ) f¥ 1 770% TG I QU wEAt6T] F91 73IFT |

YA AT TS 591 @ breIfs B oy fFrws Teiq 31,
Ui MIIT WBEE (Y IBOR (T WA (27U T SIF wAe)
e Areid fres otfery far stcg | wifveta s TRy -3y
OAE, IR € A IR, ©fF O 73 @i, @i @ &iifew
R FMATY ST e @fts wfddtd fretnl | @@ Fsitl sy oty
T wom nfwe Bt @ i wag @t [Rye wes,

8t “The traditional logic is---one which can by no means romain as it is :
it is a thing nobody can make anything of, it is dragged along like an old
heirloom, only because & substitute,—of which the want is aniversally felt—
is not yet in ex’stence, The wholo of its rules still current, might be written
on two pages : every additional detail beyond these two is perfoctly fruitless
scholastic subtlety...”(Hegel : Wallace : Preface, p. xii)



o3 RS

@l FeR-oi ok iRy wwi7 s g W o
auifem | @ TR (T w9 e AR | A e
T ey 7 WIS Zrarg O wiw I/ Wi AN 59 fowtE
faw, oif fa 3 feds afee T @lT-A-GFITT Wt |

frs fafeas, xfAafes fRwnas st faw afes 3@ e witg, ofn
Bz it @ | I AT AfFF AT 7 A FLARA Wi,
ffe 391 3l | R 3T o7 iR Aewrtdla e wworga w30
a1 T € o wife} wéoen afgzr-tme wov Iafea | oty
e JHA AfGF TAFIT Nyl grafee AOI® Q2 4 ¢x Y 8¢ (3 |
@78 3T TN WUIR @ AT 2R wled o1 79s IR AR
A% “wgd o (2w IX i, 12) TS IR @9 I
@ e T o ulen o 399 wiE SEaE S
IS, AFF 39 B 4 AR IEFF NS 7T @f size-
e 93 ffa SerRAaems s aa Suifea |

% cxuta el ot afga ( “craditional logic” ) 3T &4
AGIF WA IEF 1 I, 97 7« S Fdre 741 Mg |
f$fd Greeko-Roman #Rweld ars 7AWl @R O TES-em
F A g $r fees s e wifaafeas ) Deenfs.
SR Aace @ AT B AN FEoIT TSI QAMIT o
oty 1% AF (Fg AT 1 9 FA WIET W1 QA Al
#fqF IS N3 AFIRE I |

St i CriArE WA WS ( deductive @
inductive ) afrey Nfa RS Ffeem si9-tavifis Tewm
TN, R Ty (ooe-oxe ik wW ) ANA rr afi@ba
( Aristotle) $r3 «5fIFit IAMEAG Lyceum-a|  @fFRbag
Apste) AGLPY GANTS] @R @? aFHEANY AR wital =i
ATTSIF (58! IS € TN IS AT | @fFBEA 7R
AfGI3 39 T i@ Formal Logic |

rons fAfted IR Afensy It ﬁtma"t«amm
vetl WOTg B 93 o LT T T AT SET R Qg 1 A



e LRt v

fogat cifotn g “fifge: azian, off 78] 393 WA 949t T FT
W YT 1w @ W AN (77 3 T | roFrE o wen
¥ RYF P T @ 9T AR A (3T FEOEA WA TR
I AT ST MY G KA WA R | AT FRA O IS,
PRI WA T gm, IS WS 571 @ Tomfs Tuifs
Ty BiE SR WAA-NE | @7 W9 (I WD P ey, Wiy
QPR A fiarl, @ W fft o BN Wy @ e
fbotatal Tiwas WA Ty, SR AT WMo @w T ARS
(consistency ) <ot} NS WA (7 @ f5utawy w71 uF
fBRlet =@ T Aot 1 Ahew, 3% ol sF=-Ra o,
I @ WA WAL | W WIRAS ( self-consistent ) 7,
AR (self-contradictory) T@ A1 @3 @iy Wy Beota
WA ST A FA HA AT @ FSTYAl A8 W @AY
A &y st wwe waf e Bodtg | 3 @ ve fwper
WIfy A wIBT @2 A AAfer woAfs T AE S@ TORET
SAITS AN Al | 7S] GT7T IE AT o8 797 (formal truth) |
BNF ReRd 3304 oie off A9 iR wwy gure A1E—ah
T I, WA AT R (things) | @3 = WA fBw-
oET MF AT A fAm eI ravl o3, SureEty
femwm qug wfm 3% a1 Wi, @2 @ Burgws @t er
]|

TR A 7 iy ;

FRATY Ao =g ;

FiTaE, ATt ety o Wiy |
Sy (AR s Arem e i fasts w7 @1 @
A Ay | Fi3e, e 28D NI™IIT My FILN Wi,
AARS T AT (I | AT [ W T, G oW oAreta
WA A 239 31 79 78 YIS AN, v S IF A S
S Rl e a1 wrerel @ni @Al Ifed i s,
TN ¥ T @ WA MG | @ T TS A oy Wb

[ 4 .
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7% KR AfEFS! 3 ATARF TARE cdiew, AT CF A |
ATTS cdrw AfwIT ItH A7, W9 R@AT I | QT AGRS
o8 IR WFR-fA5 9ty (formal logic) 71 g AT | @
AfG3F WA Iwe ( Deduc:ive Logic ) 3R g4 | i3 < F7
WS #ef ( formal truth ) wzai) A%y ( Deductive truth )
W Wy ¥R A1 CHEA AT A @i catw 17 el Redw
Afes @iacr {FF @ wFAIRT Atz el g, oI AR Waw
SIEFY A A W1 OB I AMIFFT O AN
fats @i wtAitd w]eatz (deduction ) I g I L AN
WAT ¥ W [ @Ay A7 3 AWle e wead of [ty
w1tF ( deluctive knowledge ) ‘si3t3-fa® A%y’ ( formal truth )
M W 93 WY a3 ( Deduccive Logic 31 Formal Logic )
REAFS! LA AfTBoA | :
wF K SIY G 43AT ASHF AS) AA A A1 | SITFA WS
@8-G5 A3 (material truth ) A7 A%7 1 Wi witg (chou-
ght ) ACF I3 W 3T 33033 ( things ) @37 ) 47 17 a1 Qles,
SR @2 @q AR AIA-FFA B W FRZ AT QR WS
B3 WEAeifs (self consistency ) 3 Botetaly =17 @37
QAL (33T A Al, I TS AFS AT QITS QA1 W@ FY
AT 7 5% @3 3G AP AOd? (material truth) Ay, JIHS
qrEe WA gr® 3345 Ity ( material logic )| &% afFacs
Inductive Logic 3 = 38 I W1 F3d WU 59y
(Inductive truth) =tz IFAB 7] ( material truth ) @32 39 |
Ity woirsn 33afeE @I @Il Iy Sl Faa, @I A9
RPwl @ ww ) @ fwal A faen et 1fen Aty
aFATY Med @I A @ [iAF BT NG &3 | T cew
ANt @Wq WA SNA 2], ©3q ‘inductive truth’ I WAiT-TH
ToNF Ate I AF | & SRAT-TG A9 W] ey favax faon
- 4fes 737 @i (43T W3NS g AF | WREI & MR
Aeje TSI W ( material truth ) R w7 fFR A7 | FiFd, SiA



@A i w9

{ thought ) 7ty @4t 31833 397 (thing ) @37 71 A ™ |-
IgT A WiAT 1% [ty A WA T WA GWI WS 7 @A
RS | @8 S{TAT-A% 39 I ( Inductive 3| Material Logic )
g AFTS TN A @R WNE-FR I (Deductive Formal
Logic ), wiff at¥Mi® 1 «@f3%5s1 g9 Formal logic 31 wiwtzf
Iitgy =), coAfd APt e Franciscan Ay Ity QFA
( Roger Bacon, 1214-94 ) @& witaiz-a% 9133 (Inductive logic)
warel | *td F™A (3FA ( Francis Bacon) € 6 ceway
(Lord Verulam, 1501-1626 ) % 7133 =3l fRzfs s+,
@3 W N s el Rute s Batk i (.S, Mill,
1805-73 ) @% #AfFIr YFifEe € TAfRTS =t wia F3 @
537 TufSs AT I |

Boitay f4q9d (T 9F5] I B ¥R ¥ WY ( formal )
@ i) ( Inductive ) 91T Ty g fAw T© 41X wrs,
IH91RrY 78 712 Consistency 3| MAferF AT WITw A3
A DI IEA | WARATS I AT (AT ATE §F LS NI A
—a3l g8 ARREER afgees fefe)  <twmafs ( self-consis-
tency ) T¥ AGIAR A0S | @x7-{%, T VT WL ( materially )
S 203, ©ltFe W e *NwT A FICS 8, self-consistent
Tre A | -] RS agy Wt 3ff wofg e f[Jwgeel q
fAga 33, @ A B/ I T W B/AI Wowen| ot
sua”, “fetr sg@ir” EotfE ws AfeEn wig wwed siw i ;
e @3 AreF? WA[FES! (self-contradiction) F30g | ~A3=iz-
A wAule 58 GF ST A IE, WA ©F I AR
0T T AP AF S A TG, 4 (zero ) |7 &% A ARwE-fai
fa#gel ( contradiction) @I ARAY | WA @& [FFwe) A
oAy AR UFI ATANAR & (AL error I (1Y, T ATE F0
FeaAtes “Error is mischievous” ( Emile, II[ ) |

ﬁqa{ BFAS TS T ©i ‘M"Tﬁ! c7tat® ( contradicticn of
inconsisténcy ) 367 TS TR 9FY THARE ATS N |



o e v

w7 sorfers 36w 3317 I I1eS fif e w1 iR
&[T M8 TRy wafers af¥er sare SR @tE Eei
fwesl (oY Nt AT (T T THATE T YX T
ey Boi Maz-weae Wi retfaF At #dl 799 cwag crars
steq qHE | TR A4AR (dtE 937 € A | (WARA WAII
3 WA, CRA TR W AT @MY I AT Aig A
303 Avery 31 Qfan s Rarg a0t | 19y Aoy @y @ Wity |
w; F40] ARy oiRd 0 A1 5 @IR INA 9I OFL@ ST Y (AT
e 3 ffe @ a1 @IR ovtw, @IR Wl QB AT AW
T Ao @ 2R RRT ¥ € IWAN TwTHE | @A
w4 At JR oitF «@few e wiewy F0F A1y fFyeR wwr
OIS $IS e CATH | IR TRAT 6 wAA(S i (4T
T3 ¢ fardet FcE, TS I T WSS @ wife-Ifes Aons
Ate FIS | AfGIT Itets I AWfS (consistency ) @3k
AfaRy @ TRIfes favmd 33 feaft 3=:fs (axioms ) fafifis
TETE | TN '@ A 51 3 T4 IS A ] feafs {aa s
3 fifes AT B0 A A1 | @Rl fFrga fou 33ce W -
FIA] T BWAF Ale IS g, «F foqfs N s@ow 338
foo e a1 @ feEaf Nfer afe Tz wiaye «fS
TetRF @ @3 fier 3T @reie Tw:fn | w9 39 TofAe
@ i wEE [iedg Taifie gre i) @%@ IR T
Motz (Laws of thought) w=:fis a @ fAre wwAre?
wiife Fen @R TeifAT A e fqze o I T A
Empiricism @ Raticnalism-&3 %% =igi3a 47 @32 AFAL ©i7
gfeRt S | (IS IEA, P AR WA IR o gRgH
Hie o8 @ QI AR (@ wfewel (w3 @3l o9 fArg e
i 38 wfewsly AAfAS AR @31 JATIA 76 QU s
ClOTE | SEI S3Y R, TR Aeierl A wfi g
zevg ST B F | @ RfeWE (T 4iF I AR i
fonin @ WS W AT | <3 et Twe €& eI fown



gty wiq &>

fasa? @3 TOR WA WO A5 @— AN TR SR
{ eN®T 2 2Usv) | Empiricism-Rationalism-a3 o &% 25
SqIA 9 @ BF T AN AT, WANTET @AH TWY'F |
FiaR @ AT g A1 orAe, @I I WS O @ WAL
Ao 581 € 747 IS T W Nfvwra 6Fe Rona wwteniz
@iF W WAEE QlF, W] G e «fS 7teifFF i, fal
frog | wore Senifen Eentn a2 cxiw, AAI-WAT A% 3-faty
cftory 3] @8 feaft N 1 afFes @ el 1aNfs zom :

s Law of Identity ( wzsy q1fS ),
2. Law of Contradiction ( fa@ty Nfe),
o. Law of Excluded Middle ( 3%g® maew NS ) |

a® feaff NS AwE AU SASA I3 FIFF | I1A, @
feaft Nfes fAad cuem ¢ ¢ atay -y 3537 |

s, Law of Identity— 4% Nfs 7% cFtal 93 3@ U 1 3%
1% ( a thing is what it is ) | 3t S{3 F07 =141 T : “F W=
3 g “F=9"(Ais Aor A=A)| @ T gq @8 (¥, (I .
Tl IPF 9FAT 9T 7IT T AW WRAT &F IFY 39 5ACS A
A1 AEET AR I AHT I AN BACS M@ AN 9FA
@I 9F WA (FIA] 40T IR I AR AR 1HIFE WY ey 3L
I Ifo-oF 79 WS | IWF AT WA WfOTe I A} WA
WAL T, AT AT @ NI WA AT I P @R, AR
W WA otF A AT A Ao wF 1 T\ Bath e o}
MNfsra @Bt BT FTI0RA

“Whatever is true in one form of words is true in every
other form of words which convey the same meaning”—
( ‘Examination of Hamilton’s Philosophy’, 3rd Edn,, p. 466 ) .

a8 NS cwaR yifiSag “The Postulate of Logic’ ity |
GiST JoweA: @i & A weAsal IS @A, AR W
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AT I T SIRT ABT WA WiowR oAt 3w Aokt 3w fas
L1c lS‘l

@® wrey NfSF wared 398 Jevons @iy ‘Substitution of
Similars’ e 137 FaEA | CFAl B IVT T ATY AICA,
«f5 g 3 3¢ 771 50 I Awews BF ©fF 3 5 18T wiw
X TWET AGY W WAL QI A ANG 3 I AG T IH
SIIIHA AWGS A1 @8 NI Towa? Itgy ‘@iz 4%t
( Induction ) #ifSty =ity | @q Agy A wiifstg identity
wdle, FOF AN ST AGY |

Law of Contradiction— &% Mf$ Y, “(FNAl I8 I8 A%
% 3 9 B o s @ we Aa Al @il Revw 37 7
@38 AMT ‘F-47 S I A1° (A thing cannot both be and
not be, A is not not-A ) sifte ¢3ita] &fA7me 93tz ‘At s,
93FF ¥ ST ‘Al 437 3 AT | 93T INA 938 w0 3L
7B IF WIATI 777 & s eafes, azdl a7 @ oAl =wifes
e wwy | I Il fFfas A I w3 @® waR o7 ‘W
TS 03 A1 @22 I ¢ WA R, WA 9T ALY BT A 7 5A
T ol s wtan A Reawas (g 1% @M 7 28, ol s
A LS AT Al; @32 9FR AME 8 @8 &L (el g6t faesad A
7] GFT AT LS MR A1 A € WA q49 € WAPW, 7AW @
WA BTt % AT-TR Retataa @ad g s @98 sl el
B AT WA 371 50 a1 5 w3y [(fq T o fon Wl «3% 3
s (373 iy I3 5ACS AT | @FR 3T Wi A A 29 g
T ‘TR S AlTe, TS WAL I WAEF (37 @F | (FHA @NFF
Wt ‘SA’ IAMAS Ny SitAl A% A (WS AT (3% 93RO

89 ‘‘...before dealing with a judgement or reasoning expressed in language,
the import of its terms should be fully understood.” ( Lectures 111, p. 114 )

8> “The one supreme rule of inference consista in the direction to affirm
of anything whatever is known of its like, equal or equivalent.’” (Prin~iples
of Scienre, p. 17) ' ’



e g a

AT AN AL 9% S AT IA 5ACS M@ Al T SRR
g3t @ Law of Contradiction-cz atx fiftares ‘Law of nor-
contradiction’ 3 wfigty NS 1 7 A, gA2sr® ( consistent )
o1 F3CS T ~E-faEif) fovns 361 sMe | Al 5=l
T 1% w267 33 3 Aol 33, w1 194 727 @ fads
T >3 fasiffetr weta (absence of contradiction ) #3
37 591 8 TAAT @Fnia 5 { condition ) 13®  AFHA qqAT @
MR zta) «Fta fofs |

aFf AT IWAT Al AT (7 @3 Fong N 2y qNfveas
(Law of Ileatity ) wita3f8 #+f st@| wi#ta Law of Identity
( wroq-A1fs) @32 Law of Coatradiction ( fazgty-Tifs) fog
A AR 43, oA @38 DT @55 ofHF qta| 1% @il 38
@37 3% % 3FfE w3, wq of fee 39 wed AT Al @3
T ABEIF S INA T Aoty ‘weg-Nfe e JfRIAT
efity 79 ‘RN | w7 BE fia-e $3 ‘Examination of
Hamilton’s Philosophy’ 3%0® w§a° 341% qracgs (¢°

9, Law of Excluded Middle :

@ N Ty : (Al 33 T BF (8 398 AW B W@ A5
SETE I TOY AT'IA! 72 133 (A I WS M@ A1 o
faws fAetandy W47 =9 @35 A7 W {2ty el @
T61 vl w3 Aqaet fFRd A3 11 (I &7 1T A
A 7y, R 632 ‘W ma; Al 3% ‘e’ ql @ o
AR ol R e w @} g frew Wiy @3If ewtm
% | e 8 gl 1, WARe 3 A — @6 F FI vIF 37

8> Jabsence of contradiction as an indispensable condition of thought’
(Hamilton, T.ecture ITT p, 81-82)

¢- ““The affirmation of any assertion andthe denial of ils contradictory
are logical equivalants, which it is allowable and indispensable to make usc of

as mutually convertible.” (pp. 471-72)
¢> A thingis either the given thing or something other than that given

thing ; there is not and cannot be any middle course,



a3 UMY vl

T 3l a-grbta IR ( middle ) g @a of G#At@  *A®A
P AR 8 W) @] FHT WA WATAT FA7-G10e7 ( universe
of discourse) A{FR WIY'EF T WA FIAR @® b fiEw
fREARCT NI A (FHAN TN I 932 AT RIS (T Gt
B F A1 A 7 BEeq q8-B 5 A gy IHAGIE 43, @3
TS Sty Al 112

@ttAe SIF A% IAAR (W2 PR (3 &% Excluded Middle-ay
Nfee TR o8 wdte faaty-N a2 ( Law of Contradiction )
e Tfw | faat-Nfe g, o1 fRas ey gibtE Il 3w
ANE IR A AT S ANI AN ‘93T IRY'F Tertopr NS’
e, o1 PR S Ty bt @A INA (I 393 TeE R’
Tre Mz 411 @36 N Iy, b1 NS f[evwd (e @ J3-
qM ) @FF A A INA AT &S I A1, 9IBIR AW AT TR |
w7 fAtaty-Nie 2oy, Qb1 P @38 A [yl & o4z a4
@Fb] AS] TR LI @AM 9IB! ST FIFA AW I I
oM 37/ grCe | @A BN 7 70w, Excluded MiddleDNFe
witcga @ gty (ry @ oft [ 2oiar @I wRgls wA
w3 wAIBE AFEfe 7T IS NEF 10 &% b DR (of
Contradiction & of Excluded Midd'e ) etetn =ifa®B5-39'F
wifirs zrafem | o7 A=far ovr @Fg Ny 7 iz Tw)
Uberweg @ Fi3td 7051 LT 9@ 313 961 A f ety N 457
IRA; ©fF Atv fq  fraegs “Law  of Contradictory
Disjunction’ ( System of Logic)! fsfq ztAtgd: “To every
definice question, understood in a difinite sense, as to whether
a given characteristic attaches to a given object, we must reply

¢3 A is either B or else A is not-B. There can not be middle course A cannot
be neither.

¢o “The doctrine of Excluded Middle empowers us to substifuts for the
denial of either of two contradictory propositions the assertion of tha other.
(Examination of Sir William Hamilton's Philosophy, p, 473)
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either yes or no ; we cannot answer yesand no” ( (3iq%-4ys
w3ty : ‘System of Logic’ p. 12, Quoted from Fundamental
Principles—‘Dialectic & Logic’ )

o1 RS e A%E & E IS T, A7 T IS TR
§ed gIBIR @F AW ®NA 3] 50 Al, CSA FRABIE 393 Y,
QT8 T Al | (F I AT 93IR A, &6 A @R A6 I
a5 A1 & G q3 “qi"— @3b1 3] car Ay wiw (8

Beitaq AT (7l e (3 @ el NS ( Law of Identity,
Law of Contradiction, Law of Excluded Middle ) 3i%q #tw
av8 Moy Foafs fowel qta | @wrd Stotel sty F@ ral T
T, Y @7 @38 wfAftgn 797 WAt GIfBIF IATE WS I PoTFe
A g3 AT | PRAS (consistent) 581 31 FAA7 fofe @ Feaft (3
TNE | @z AES INA, 739 BT 4R T G- TFE0NT ( self-
contradiction ) 38 Z¥ A% ; BB I WA A IR A1 |
«? s NRecs Atgtaers wiafad A1e3 ( A Formal Truth-93)
Nfs 3 waratg N (Deduction-93 NS ) 3 77 AWF |
wFrafas IR afy Wiy IRR— WY W3tz I ( Inductive
Logic ) g3 3% fifes #iotes «fteg a1 |

sl wied creafig ¢x certa +featedl 3ty Wt Formal Logic—
3l WHFBEA, (T 5 AR — ST ANIT I AYA AT A5
ewied Wiy Aa fuafkas) ffF ‘sqgata sreE-Ad ot
Nfeermtes Aot «Fw @ et ( “carcases of dead
thoughts” ) @3: QA @@=ty 37 ( “vabble” ) q wfefTs
IFEA | M IR s A Ag 3w 2R 0w afed
FAAT— ©tF 717 gl Dialectic Logic. { %/{a% 917 ) | QU1
oy wife 27 wrRR-fAl sty @ At g1 NS ( Laws of

e¢s “Ais either B or is not B. Any predicate in question either belongs or
does not belong to any subject ; or—of judgments opposed as contradictories
to each other, the onme is true, and the other false.”” ( Uberweg. ‘System of

Logic'. p. 275 )
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_Thought ) %% | fefi xwad, =iFra-fad oty Fwey B e
IIEANT RS FIIAT] € qqT W5A 0T cqeag WA @@ Feafe
Ayl-qal, UG wFACT fIHR IR | A IWF WAW I,
fifigmoiy (I W CFACT, SAZ 9T AT Y TITS AN |
afAra, coUNE WS, e-feaf widy fiste Qe fefed |
cxite RFwel ( contradiction ) =w5tE ey Btd ATs CACEA |
$tz 10 [ty 79617 ( contradiction ) @9ty WFF-AZ IHIT 9o
e wFAMIR IFEon ; [Ers ay frag g e e
oAz @ a1 wFa-fas 919 w307, Reatqes (contrad'c-
tion ) 34 397, SLAT AW AT FLS A CSAA (RUNAT AZA
afgF aqrg, fAaldd ( contradiction ) €%ty fefe F1IT AFA IqA
AeiE Ats IS W@ WFE-FE I e wWHRE I IR
A Reifre gits 4R s oraeg ag o s g
(T3 § FEg 73 I— AR ohairahia | aid ot ezt
F 33 ©I% @Y WA €743 |
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oiattasltzy Mty av  3qtn “[Res-Aaae-ANfe” ( Synthesis of
opposites ) 3 (AT AT | CWAEAT AT ¥RAT [ @R
eEaFhad | @} fIFg-qraEg WA SEbiE ¢ YW HE, IR @
wor® A 8 QA | WIS CWNAT @ CANINAT AN F-<,
gfezirey, yfog Toriff AT-fFgla AT &0 @8 ST WHG IS
Il W Fth (Mc Taggurt) @35 farrs ceuiAe |
IGERGTE

“This idea of the synthesis of opposites is perhaps the most
characteristic in the whole of Hegel’s system. It is certainly
one of the most difficult to explain.” ( ‘Studies in the
Hegelian Dialectic’, pp 1-2) 3758 @8 RE-aA3901d QIR

BB FNUFT I

@NAT WS IR 8 WIFIR— @¥ gE-a3 (IF[A ARGIFIR
41437 (A3 | T 8 (5 ( Being @ Consciousness ), 31z 8 foex
—aZ:g¥ AUGNF WA G WA I3, Aew ]I (pal P 373
T 3 fIeeq| a qff ok wiAE @I% AT TSR LI
INTE FHAIT 8 (HIANAIF, 9% 73 CANIZ 938 NS, 93F Ny
wHd WIITS WAR | & 8 (5T 33 INHIE AFT 541, 737 3=
3 Af37ET @3B wrwy fAchrs b sty , 1% e 3 9%y, WNAT
IS, @& ohitafs 3 REsavw e wiNiws  TEiCats T
T (Hited 7o) w3Afg ¢ty «43ifEs i Ay, (1393 2R
AT A% @8 TranAIGT eI AR FAHe wm 1 T g
IR 79 W3S, 1o AT @ SleI-AvT V4T f7ed -ite At
T BIAE, AT SleT-1%d ¢ ARIAT wHe SRiIfHray
A (g 'S TR |

AT G-I I IATS AT CRUAT AEWEA ¢q AT
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TA-3/T @IB1 @ AR AT AFFOR rm A-(Fgw oo @ fiftmx
I CRAEAl | @ deIfeF crvt At gt Understanding
3 faas®-3f® (analytic thinking )| <% 3% Rety 1=-frgrad
wiatn I3 Il B I e | @7 gRs A3-frgd afes, W
€ ST T (R4l (F1 AR @F qS AFA Ao AGIL T @ A
A8 1 SIf% T fRfmI 3@, 93w 3 rehaid o e al
Understanding-93 34§ 1%¢

wMA R FA) 9o 398 Fy e e wer A oyfR
ficy sivrs wiatn e fifsgn A WA @ SR AFSNT (SN J7
aiBe | ereraft 38 feuEies w9 aresaft 3%3 1% MR ats
1@ T Wieg | Al Wt @xAstd A3~y Ax w7 @, @Al
ez aty fiig wafed ordl IRTIGR W A AN | Afofd wg-
Al WiierRes wiethl @ TWA WA ZrAe WA wiyl AR
fafe e Ar wtme @t (=) @3IF @es wa wNaE
QTS TR | INT HACS A BAS go, I wivl i =@
#AFAIL BATS 203, BAR FtWF Afe ARey (51 78T TR | “Feay”’
Aty “IR I JY @I 7 ( Not Ram ) #fida7 9 @ Atge ) ©f
QS ARAAT ANF ARG I B A | ANF HIACS WA,
QAT wF AT TR, A, T, MR A NF G2 qF FYAY 73T
¥ T ONF A2 I FAS WI | ©iF W @B (3 AW Ao
7AFA-FRT A¥ GITe € [F I Wy ! [OW e wqtvl Iq,
fafga I3 T 3 (IT FIACS 517, W3 ¢ Fieay AReT™TT IR
TS I Al cefd Eor fex'tr afer 3@ foars st
iy o, I [©x (T 9% I AT AT IFT [T (qF 93
2afey wiars x0q, w3 ‘Ee foue’ 5% B3 Al wd | 337 fon
U, wA Wi 73 N FAA (wIR Foax foray e epa
I GACS WA | Ho T @ by 7, stig-oiey 71, diaws

¢¢ Thought, as Understanding sticks to fixity of characters and their
distinctness from one another ; every such limited abstract it treats as having
» snbsistence and being of its own, ( Wallace, |Logic of Hegel’, Art 80 p 143)
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W 1w B3 et T | o} How ' Fiacs g, SR
fou a3 qf3f” ( Not duck’s egg” ) SitHT Fiars =3 |

Tteez IR EEeE G faw W Aferein wieas w1 ve3fs
WA (Al IWCF A I3 e, SR A ATy e syt
@ AT T GR @ IFY AMNF WFoTT I 79I 97 73 W
WA-coeAtE e aiv | 29-3RR fatens faa deq 3l wfeoy 3
Mty WSS @AF 4T3 AT | oA AR ¥ @8 Understan-
dingf @TSIT A3 v vIW A oofte. B oY Rwe ' iy
(opposite ) ottt fors mig (¢® @3t «fee 153 wars fAw o8
¥ A WA 9%F A QI FIACS g7 | Understanding-% Araws
Ty FI WARFIS FIAF | -] 748 @'zt Awz
FOR-304R @iy fafem 7f s 3q3 fine T @1 oty
WS TR (R A AT 737 fFat7 o @ Aeips 60w @
@ feas A9 o T ‘ot %-fw% T 913%” ( own opposite )
s wRe e &fery AR | wha-faws wety e @8 1 e,
ST AT ST @ W ANF XAq I B ohunashs
aFfs *1

<% TIZ AN SfAty 31 @ 9¥WA @, <rerF Burg feaes
394 ¥ 3@ ( negating ) WIS AFMre g | cF0oTeTs Iy -
“...the result that ensues from its action is presented asa
mere negation.” ( Wallace, ‘Logic of Hegel’, Art 81, p. 147)
wime il a8 e @ gy au, Fivd fAfde Rt asfe A=
€ MEE a@F]; @l FE] .W:'rﬁi Il W T fRee fAn

ey +--“‘that understanding is not an ultimate, but on thecontrary finite,
and so constituted that when carried to extremes it veers round to its

opposite (Wallace, The Logic of Hegel, p. 146)

e¢q ‘In the Dialectical stage these finite characterisations or formulae
supersede themselves, a and pass into their opposites,” (Wallace : The Logic
of Hegel. Art. 81, p. 147)
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Ao free whed fro craivm | SitF Stars & st wfosn
I3, OF 4399 37 (negiting ) wiy iz R[Rfex 3 e
TSI AANFS THATS T 1Y

@8 TINAFBE AF’ gy 737 TR welAfTS 5 A 53,
AFA WAI WIEA (¥ SR 53F0Ag wfdatn 1 ercery Bk e
fesms a3ty famts fawast 3a, wetwe Ul 281 “Indwel-
ling tendency outwards” «% w98 | fow (Il ve ety
YT MWIWRT 477 (47 7 WIS AN A1 | QIR NI WoFY
I AT A ‘T ASits TSI wwy 7R ‘=g waiffe Wiy
o @3 Afes Aol A w3y T@; INFE I @S AP
( negate ) F'TA TAA WIIT @7 (AT ‘W’ 5317 31 7wty TE 23 |
&% 3FY TS 117037 ¥ 3% ( Understanding ) @387 47 @3fd
4y ABMF WoFT Al I 7 Q@A A | ATST v Wy
3l 2Ry WA [3A  negation ) 123

@Bl A FATeR (33 fAEs farwsty s e Wit
SHeIFR SEECF AT 203, KNI IF 7 A7 AT ST R 0T
R 0| FAGE 793X €F 43077 dialeciic 71 Rew-A1ay Nfe
wgAge F0F baf V0

¢v ‘But in its true and p.oper charaoter, Dialectic is tho very natare and
cssence of everything predicated by mere understanding,—the law of things and
of the finite as a whole... But by Dialectic is meant the sndwelling tendency
outwards by which the ono-sidedness and limitation of the predicates of unders-
tanding is seen in its t.ae light, and shown fo be the negation of them. For
anything to be finito is just to suppress itself and put itself aside.” (Wallace,
“The Logic of Hegel’, p. 147)

¢~ *““...while thus occupied, thought entanglos itself in contradsctionsie. loses

jtself in the hard-and-fast non-identity of 1ts thoughts and so, instead of
reahing itsclf, is caught arnd held in its counterpart.” ( Wallace, “The Logic
of Hegel’, Ait. 11 p.148) -

wo «thought in its very nature is dialectical and that, as understanding, it
must fall into contradiction — the megatwe of itselt.” ( Wallace, ‘The Logic
of Hegel, Art 11, p. 18). -
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Ty TE fefem o7 oz fiF awiits F, @ad A5 ww
IR ST W1 I[® @ e AeE itad AN 33, oo
WA T8 Ae TGHF WieHT I T Sifiwe AiRRI TAA2E 249 |
TAifer @8 iy cxta At facargd ‘Reason’ 3t #wad 3fw 1
Understanding ¢339 f3rigtwd a8 Reason g% ¢oufd Synthetic
T ATEN @ MAUTF | AT ASISA &heA @ c2AFdl A
IYR GR WRWF gaty 4fes ToF 47 = 327 Atvwss e
TR IR @R AIWIT AIST (At — AR 4D Q7% |
&F 98 Al I ATII TAN IR | AFY @F cATANT TS 23R
777 WS ( inconsistency ) @Eite 5171 AI9 33 contradic-
tion 3 fAly @ WAlTAIT &S WIRAI FNIST Py ~IN
fagiets B @8 @#13® A BRI WAl | AFa oresig, A3
IAT AT @ FAZT WANGT @ WRAerF Tl F0F @2 wieHa
IS BIF 1°°

WM 493(% ( Understanding) wigwid wafiwrsen &
CF0A @ Y8 WHAS T I (17 ©LA NPT 98 THOY - so17en
WAl ve3f@F ¢ 7 @k AT fawate3 . ( contradiction )
AN I3 THSY ATS] IR AAAF foqeg g 1%

LI A ST AA7 48 ASF AT W NT Q7 9F ey T@
TT TR (T 24N T fPUANIT 37 AF7 € 537 My ¥
AP WY WIS (Y WIS g 30wk BIfMA ¢ foyza, @ sne

©d, ‘‘e--the mind has also to guatify the cravings of its highest and most
inwerd life. That innermost self 1s thought.”” (Wallace, ‘“The Logic of Hegel’,
Art. 11, p. 18). v

@, “‘This resuls, to which honest but narrow thinking leads the more
anderstanding, is resisted by the loftier craving of which wo have spoken. That
craving expresses the persevo.ance of thought, which continues true to itself...
‘that it may overcome’ and work out in itself the solution of its own contradic~
tions.” (Wallace, ‘The Logic of Hegel’, A1t-11, p. 18).
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a7 dfes Aeny AF7 Ry ;3 walfy wqw St gnn)
&% GAITF cTIA AN frrave ‘Absolute’ 31 73 |

Yye Qe gy @@ eRiEIber el Tt w3
faavea

(¥ #%{S @ Reality? R % yi3ce RIytws avtq 33 Tt
dfes gty firr i @fie o @R @Bt @I W
=-Ret o373 A%ty ( Absolute Idea ) fatit «v3, g #vfs &
ohyaslis 18°

ASNF TR 612-8 | ©fF @8 WRAFAT TR MW T
@3 3w e ofie st | Tue foferm o1 3mws et oty |
e @i @ (fee 3o frme Af9s | 3203 A ot wpirs
TY 390, 3793 T TQ FT W | @ IFW IW IR
qiof T T TR AAAT TSN $AT @@ TS g7 | MIAAAT
<€ Afery s e Bafs @ 1 eI (it @7 ASre
@ «ditae faaty ( contradiction ) FTIE QR ATWALT T yiTat
@ wFE | A 4ol g i cqr Bawed sfer Atwr @R |
fFg affs WA wr=jd @ ¢fes a1 @Y Er| @€ FWF wFAX
I TR WA Fwere gfire f%e are 37 |

AigEg fostEse A% I oRtaIbE NS G, coxly go-
aree «F €32 NeT wyIAq SHE | QILANIIT T3l 39
a? ot Nfe wmay w16 I/ g sy | FuesTew
F33f@T AT™ET WO @ ARG WAk (AT StanAIhF Ny
RS | FTHNTT (I IWF TS TA HiST WAP1Y 79 3fcFe

v9, --the method which seeks to show that & partial and inadequate
conception of Reality is inherently contradictory and therefore leads on to a
fuller and more adequate conception, which, in turn, is found to be equally
onesided, and defective, till we reach the conception of a systematic totality of
things in which a single spiritual principle is manifested or what Hegel calls
the Absolute Idea.” (Hegelianism & Human Personality, p. 43-44,).



et i b3

RS WA wIENSS ARH WA gy o fAfke aw Rys
A AR 9 FIIBF A {3 T 5N @A WA | F-0F
fBars cofta F-gel frrEwicesy =99 A3-RFye aFre oy, et
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et N A1 43 e | B9 e Reafd gt a1 vz 2 oy «F
fPy-f3asq @fieg sty 5 @9 @y weed Fof Aty fataces Thesis”
(Ffe) 1 @] gioe. @ w7 wew, fawa 3 s 3@ o
473t WIZ AT ‘Antithesis’ ( #{efgfs ); &3 =7 antithesis ¥
afsfxforae fAanT 33 T oo BF A (i1 =R, ST ANIIY
@ity Synthesis (MfEfs )1 «F it WP @ wRT W
f¥fs-zsfgfea ( thesis-antithesis ) faraly 31 e WIAN WHER b
FYd, @ go vy wlic MmfgfE ( Synthesis ) w43 g¥ v
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O Al AP, W Wiy “5uy” Awee faw @A TI Al A
CTF BT RIYI WP ¥ (WF GARE T 8 [ @
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AMFe @ WA “5I"F IF atw wew &y (%S ( Thesis ),
=R AR’ (wdik GR@, afe Tl &R vt afeG e
(Antithesis), f3g @& ‘53" @ “qrBaR’—fFfe ¢ @fefFls
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R34 ( Furniture ) o 991 793 %% © I WiE, ¥ITS @
31 fifde gew | wiAates@ ( Furniture ) 3970 ¢o319 @ {1-C531R
@2 Q¥ coq7 3T (A1 TN, O @I IFTe YT AR @I @ W )
fo% 93} 531 33098 vl W@ (8, WPRITITe Ao @ sl ral
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( Not-Furniture )| ‘qr-eprie@’ acs 3i1fe, W, crata Tt
7E QAT 1 W whREEAE 1F RS ( Thesis ) 301 @1, =1
q-atgtw gy @fsfgf ( Antithesis )1 g ‘Fi-winaieww’
fare worpd @ ¥fes ey A | @03 faeAq I 33 ( Solid ) Arew
TR WY [MIFST TR IWE ;F W @ Wy e
( Synthesis) 3N &S A1 WY IBAE A @ v
( Liquid ) g3 2fef%fe e 3gata 31 “Thingt w1 T A7y
#:{%{% ( Synthesis ) fgraz |  @xfq I LTEF T WTIFR W
firaoe F30E 32 “1CAT B w1 facwe foas g | ot s
yt1e% Fefe- 2fefyRe 1S (Thesis, Antithesis @ Synthesis)
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39, 3 T[S B! WAE, -AF @€ @I iy owor
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a3F5] fagn @t TrEenainy | @I AR i, TS AT B
Wy (-1 THlg F € FA | TS I 0K AL (7% 8 IRAT
AR @R | P @ Bt @R TR AFIEF gifTE () 77 T WA
wfwY A %1 IF I GAtsfF oFeir wiwy rars o3
24Te, @3% Fta-fFre ( Point of time ) 3T IF IS AT
sttt 3w cri-RAes ( Points of space ) AP 73 | oy @3k
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H=- YT g I3 ITS AT o7 *F 38 IiA-Rars g w1 By
@FF (Ut I WA T50S AT I8 ta-faqre g g | ofen =g
@ I BASHAF @ 73 @F-FIA 3 ATFIAN ( contemporary )
w7 71T (9 37 3 BArYAF WA FARSS ( successive ) |
&% 5% A7 371 31 IF M AT Ay ORI @@ Ffe-
2 e-n:{%(® ( Thesis-Antithesis-Synthesis ) Fwiif® 4153
q@ CTAIT WA | Ao’ fIfem o co-nT 37 3090 A WM
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8. “‘Hegel’s primary object in his dialectic is to establish the existence of
& logical connection between the various categories wlkich are involved in our
experience. He teaches that thie connection is of such a kind that any cate-
gory, if scrutinised with sufficient care, is found to lead on to another and to
involve it, in such & manner that an attempt to use the first of any subject
while we refuse to use the second of the same subject results in a contradiction.
The category thus reached Jeads on in a similar way to a third and the process
continues until at last we reach the goasl of the Dialectic in a category which
betrays no instebility, (McTaggart, Stadies in Hegelian Dialectic : Art 1.)
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&Y 8 sffeqAACy W 303 fAewad 3faz ANT Yaety gl 331

FFR (AR ARIET AANAR oiattaIfrey atwy ) ofEs-
o7tz gifew s Atz 41 Rew Al siE | A3 wfowmety e
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we. “Wherever there 18 movement, wherever there 1s life, wherever
snything is cariied into offect in the actual world, there Dialectic is at work,”
—( Wallace : T'he Logic of Hegel, p. 148)

vy,  “..-its purpose is to study things in their own being and movement
and thus to demonstrate the finitude of tho partial categories of understanding"*
( Wallace : The Logic of Hegel, p. 149)

w1, “...Dialectic rives expression to a law which is felt in all other grades
-of consciousness, and in general experience. Everything that surrounds us
may be viewed as an instance of Dialectic. We aro aware that everything
finite, instead of being stable and ultimate is rather changeable and transient™
~— ( Wallace - The Logie of Hegel, p.150 )

v, All things, we say,— that is, the finite world as such,— are doomed ;
and in saying so, we have a vision of Dialectic as the universal and irresistible
power before which nothing can stay, however secure and stable it may deem
itself.”—( Wallace : T'he Lngic of Hegel, p 150 ).
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P, AT WL AEF AT IR AT | WA 1@ WAk
q f%8 ( Thesis ) wf3fx® ( homogeneous ) IF 77, 3179 <TSIM
& ( Thesis ) @Fesdr® @3 Sttty fFfe-afe w2 ( Thesis ©
Antithesis ) 793 21 #2f¢[S ( Synthesis ) | ¥ fgfez ( Thesis )
YR e3P AReH{Req ( Antithesis ) 7 IR XY TR @ %
¥4 fiveife fRfew fMama sw efefafom oo a1 evers
W IR AT @w qfar FW IWE @ FiH
@il farsEy o fow feed fRifes e off e ARas =
3 3T fars w3 M@ AviaE &7 ffeg oty @ Tos o
ALAS -

“But when we look more closely, we find that the limita-
tions of the finite do not merely come from without ; that its
own nature is the cause of its abrogation, and that by its own

act it passes into its counterpart.”

ATT 48 48 IB3 IR SRy 9 Wi eq ( self-abroga-
tion )1 2reyaf QT 0T o1 7w AW FfFw Wy A
@% ST IR FOAA g2r® Ly 2 aA,

7. QA e IY | MAAT ARe(5{eE (Antithesis ) 734 @ar
FIAAT TSR 0 W JPII MATAF | WY 13097 @iy
T @B (T FRAIZ J047 IR AT 5 T ATeT c4ez =ie 7 5 fpean
7ifeas =yl A WA W 3P oA @I¥As BF qw) WA
fafanbig 2Rt 3 4fes @ ity 1°°

4. ofiFfor stagterires wiattAzls 7ty 7yl v 1 Wy

wd, ‘“..Life, as life, involves the germ of death, and thaz the finite,
being radically self-contradictory, involves its own self-suppression.”—
Wallace . The Logic of H:gel, p. 14R.
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9e, “The prozess of meoteorological action is the exhibition of thew
Dialectic. Tt is the same dynamic that lies at the root of every other natural
process, and, as it were, forces nature out of itsolf.,””—Wallace - The Logic of
Hegel, p. 150.

93, ““...we have only to recollect how general experience shows us the
extreme of one state or action suddenly shifting into its opposite . a Dialoctio
which is recognised in many ways in common proverbs.”’—The Logic of Hegel
p. 150.

a3, “extreme anarchy and extreme despotism natarally lead to one
anothor.””— The Logic of Hegel, p. 151.

99, “Even feeling, bodily as well as mental has its Dialectic, Every one
knows how the extrcmes of pain and pleasure pass into each other: the
heart overflowing with joy seeks relicf in tears, and the deepest melancholy
will at times betray its presence by a smile.”’ —The Logic of Hegel, p- 151.

98, “we are aware that everything finite, instead of being stable and
ultimate, is rather changeable and transient; and this 18 exactly what wo
mean by that Dialectic of the finite, by which the finite, as implicitly other
than what it is, is forced byond its own immediate or natural being teo tnrn
suddenly into its opposite.'’—-The Lingic of Hegel, p. 151,
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¥l wfyetEy |
°. Thesis (fgf® ) : z@Tsaa={ 21T (Free )| Anti-
thesis ( &felgls ) :  agfasy A=fawet wagz wA (deter-
mined) € 94{ 3z |
s. Thesis (fgR¥ ): fares wifi 3134 fA53% =g ! Anti-
thesis ( #fef® ) : e wiffaizd izt Atz a1 |
Qtew 513l facsz aferats gl fadu o8 331 Wty ©its
ordl Ty, e @e 3 Ry ARER gIFW G A AfeH I
AT AN | FIB I0EA, 93R 399 AT (vl firm Afem (F{fs
@fSf§f® 3 Thesis and Antithesis ) 331 ZTaCR ©NFY FUBIIE
7t 7T AR IFE (FU (TS T @2 FBHIT AAST @Aifas
FA (S M | @ B Ruey syt FA0S e, areef faw
% favs 81 371 gtatg 9iF3 316 Thesis @ Antithesis ( (s ¢



Rt el ]

2% ) At firared | @ wAAReT Ftd ARW F15 IARA
HIAA JFUATS A Fae A q99s @ ; wHws 3fe @
T34 ( Reason ) Wzqz ARSIF A% ITAI FHACS 3 A1, I @}
fIaqe! WiANHT TqC47 TR =iy ( subjective ) 19¢

CTNAT TS F1B (3 (I3 B1af6 antinomy C(RATS CIGACRA, @
o7 AT 71 Antinomy 31 Contradiction ¢g (337 BB WK
g ot A% JfAN7 AFA 3932 W¢§ Antinomy I WAAFFS!
A et 3eaeg foafrm 1 @¥ fafas Rew eibtacel 7= weid @
antinomy ( faggel ) ai3l fIRT L7 WR, @I INTI CBITd 439
e 41 Uty e IDI A g wwm 4R (W ID @3
antinomytF AFYY A SRYS (subjective) fafar aa w=
IRA | IF @wAwF fawesl (AiR-38 A FAS ANIT A |
URIT I(4% 3T 5 (5led T WNF (Fatg A FACST @B Gife
antinomy ( {3391 ) TIFCAT CS1LY 431 TR | (AT @INT I
<fSIT BT AR (T : 9@ @ TRATT gaAN! FI 43I A
Sge? Mt o3 faste gfy 3 s R aw, w7 3 st

(FNAT TS @8 antinomy ( faraty ) 3w wfrey Arers 39,
SATETF WY AANYT A4T VAT = 3R ! Antinomy I RFwe
faas72 ( objective ), IFFNCSI AFS @ WY 7%, 3= fAwy Faa
3} e 431!

INFE (T-SYF I WA WA AT WA WA I LA, 13

9t, “According to Kant, howover, thought has a natural tendency to issue
in contradictions and antinomies, whenever it seeks to apprehend the infinite.””
—Wallace : The Logic of Hegel, p. 99.
qv, “‘But if a corparison is instituted between the cssence of the world
and the essence of the mind, it docs seem sirange to hecar.----- that thonght or
Reason, and not the World, is the scat of contradiction.”’—Wallace, The Logic
of Hegel, p. 93.
a9, Here it will be sufficient to say that the Antinomies are not confined
to the four special objects taken from cosmology : they appear in all objects of
every kind,.in all conceptions, notions and ideas.”—Wallace. The Logic
«of Hegel, p. 99.




ae &g v

eqe? (zoia fagifes Iy AFa Ay At FqwaAq | "7, ox
g FP AT wh q ;A & 3941 A e Fw
frafeaa o w3 cnd wEerR e g &% 7} CwaEsR
#1e e fagald wwd @A Fuie FaEa @3 @ FEE ATy
FA CRIEAIBF vy 1Y

@%F% {337 AT 93T INA Qb1 AIfAFT Ife 31 vaACs AR
@3] F162 fIMASIT @ ™8 F(T ALAYY A (kA $1F antincmy
WA AWE | @TF i IBE wxifse Aty froweed |
(AT IS @¥ antinomy ©F 7 WYRF w3 wdfers
@3f6 faera eFIqd 4+t e f3ars A 19°

AT 737 5T © (5o 17 SR gff R~RAFa fF & |
#AS)F 77 8 QAT AUF @I #(F @3B A pe=y-faew e FA
g ; &% g3 (AN conrradiction 1 fataty-og @32 @® ficated
gored forg | @Uad (s afEeay, sged wizafas (formal )
ATF W ANF M RO AW @ QR AN
ghirs fifdty wrarafas afsies fares 3308 |

! AT (reafy 3 = HRfAy 91033 ( Formal Logic ) %8
gy w-f3aty Aire ( Law of non-contradiction): ¢¥ 33
witg, S Wlg; 9IZ INA (ICA! I ©f3 <Fz ¥ US
I A ORI AfGF IME, REKE e Azaq 530 8
AFA-38Y 7G| faay-ANeg (Law of Contradiction ) meR-
II$AT AT BIFLS AT ©F: (T IF T, (7 43I ALK OIF 4
I AT O 3§ WL @ T-IFE, @F 53-8 | 4% FHACA RUIA NII(AB
Ittsd ( Formal Logic) cf@s fafy— sreq-difets ( Law of
identity ) 17 W{#HTq FARA @R T WA @ {SfEQlq &utq.

av, “‘For the properiy thus indicated 18 what we shall afterwards descrihe
as the Dialectical influence in Logic.”” —Wallace . The Lgic of Hegel, p. 99.

93, “One of the most important steps in the progress of Modern Philosephy”
£3¢ *“a great achievement for the Critical philcsophy.”’—The ILogic of Hegel..
p. 98-101.
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FA0S 5rateA | SiF 3Afrey wgwite ©a ( Inter-Penetration of
opposites ) wigtafas It (NFAF Afielr arrae e 1fe
o e, 2R aps agrs W32 e gEf fars Tetteta 38T,
IEE & w@WHE ata W o @ gff fars TR @gS
#etaea st 1v°

wrerA® (Law of Indentity ) #A%% (Z9a I (¥, &S
Wiy 3% %9 A1 @qt @8 3§ sy oI gfewm ( proposition )
A53 F30a, fauey ( predicate ) 79 ¥ 31 w03 71 Ty ( Sub-
ject ) TATH | “A=A” IAwA, tFa “Biy IR wHdl Iy AYWE”
—aZ-1q 2t wiAeA fags amieA Al &A@ Akt (Proposi-
tion formation) 2MYfF famia® @AY Fwity WNIF F3I
gty - 3134 Sy ( Subject ) 9 fqryma ( Predicate ) w47 ¢S%
4L @8 IZE & (A-CIA! Afomiy ety f&Qeqay 17>

ST (RO WAl 9F ITE HIAURA (F, @F Srewale € Law of
Identity ) Staitda Ifevs wfemsiz ar Ffazmags @) *

Ut we, AferFa wesk ( Identity ) z A (B¢ ST |

e, “...gvery actual thing involve: a co-existence of opposed elements.
Consequently, to know, or, 1n other words, to comprehend an ob,ect is equi-
valent to being conscious of 1t as a concreto unity of oppused determin-
ations.”’—The Logiwc of Hegel, p. 100.

vy, This maxim, instead of being a truc law of thonght, is nothing but the
law of abstract undorstandihg. The propositional form itself eontradicts it .
for a proposition always promises a distinction between subject and predicate.”
— The Logic of Hegel, p. 213-14.

v, “To this alleged experience of the logic-books may be opposed the
universal experience that no mind thinks or forms conceptions or, speaks m
accordance with this law and that no esistence of any kind whatever con-
forms to it. Utterances after the-fashion of this pretended law (A planet is—
a planet , Magnetism 13 — magnetism , Mind 18—, mind) arc as they deserve to
be, reputed silly. That is certainly matter of general cxporience. The logic
which seriously propounds such laws and the scholastic world in which alone
they are valid have long been discredited with practical common sense as well
ag with the philosophy of reason.”—The Logic of Hegel, p. 214.
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oy wcer (Identity ) 397 3l 211 T o1 27 WTWI—"abstract
Identity to the exclusion of all difference.” <it®§ ( Identity )
#¢a® conty (difference) FFw I fems w1 weffe
( understanding ) I 2TS]3fH IFLTF WiaAty AR ITI CFLA, LA
% 337 wceneE ( Identity ) ¢HLY A, AFTHT w4 3T 3foR
T4 AI™ET concIe ( difference ) ¢ 227 A WA | AT TH
;AI” BTz BF @A IAE Al @¥ «RNE 7 @ AYE, Biw
goitfd AT T3B 43™1¥ (T <47 8 THA A{FT Weriy) 3
Witg | IIFI AHE IFT (IAD AWF @E 1 Grey A3eE qwd
ax fifms, artw RfAg e 3=y 2456 ewtg IptNT @ fagr zx
K | CRUNA ©i8 AL ¢

|TTTE2 AT W WE S NF A9, (OF | 3% 37T uF
AL FCIT WA F1F 28 A1 1 WAA) ORI FAN] 37 @ W4T oltha
AGY 8 CAAIYY gTT A 20d Ars 7

FNST A3 AT O WA 9FF K A7 & WATY | AIGIIF (LS
WAITY (A%, QR WATIF (LT ACIT WY ABI T AGCIT
T4 WIS 'y qwcg cof ( difference )| &% wg7ie (o
( 1 aplicit difference ) =57 2 fAaty ( opposition ) |8

358 [dentity 3 wTwf IAS (XAA QAT Areq-wreq (differ-
ence-cun-identity ), %134 FIS {95 € #ax wrew ( absolute
identity ) 34 f3g (A% 1 @¥ A-CSF SAIAIIT (A fIwwer
1 opposition (A WiAJTS FLATRA @A |

vo. “What we have before us therefore 1s not Identity, but Difference.”
»-.“We do not stop at this point, however, or regard things merely as differen:.
We compare them one with another, and thus discover two featnres of
likeness and unlikeness,”’—T' e Logic of Hegel, p. 217.

v8, ‘““Difference implicit is essential difference, the Positive and the
Negative. -+ The one is inade visible in the other, and is only in so far as the
other is. Fssential difference is thereforo Opposition ; according to which
the different is not confrontel bv  any other but by ifs other.”—The Logic
of Hrgel, p. 219.
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B9 FNS I 3WE P @I W R 1 satea Adw W
sTRlq AR A Hfer A W0, 3134 o{fS 3 fF3EAT woirew watq
A AST | (YA AR 74w (I w0 7Y @ forey TRt FHAS
®CT LA, I 9318 =0o7 A Iy 13Te A 5 37 c3iea
fafq7® w-fex (identica! ) zux Aty 411 sfag wirs Wy AR
(Law of Identity ) fasi® 3fFs A e @3 &7 g o}
CNF T 46YRT T4 ;T 7 744 77 RYSA ( native intelligence
of abstraction ) |

@% 37T wrew Aifed ( Law of Identity ) faws @ it
aftg’® 747w Afe3 ( Law of Excluded Middle ) &ifs w13 =g
St IR | (o amw, «B Nfse wpsfeor gsits fig fHes
wnffers ( contradiction ) &f%ta ity | A3=z-feaP Aw
@FF JINA 9IE QT @3 WAAT TS A7 A, @I 537 J71
CRUAA A, AFA [T AT @n @3B IW Wy @A ww
61 mwmE 3IfES @ ARAY figs w1 “Aqua v % @m
@2 “erfety © AT IAE TFQ A 23 (T AT AT FOitF mamty
AEAEY QAT 9% 9 TIIRS e WA’ awaq @3B 7y
sitg, T @8 AT, ARe A¥, A IS WS AN, 4%V WS
i< Hia

wtAtA «fw 8 1 Qb1 eyl @ AT 1 @HF ooty oitE ra
iy, W3-t feg @31 @ag fyfan |v°

(3B @3HF (WF (fia ST EF, °Y FF (I FOE o

e, “A must he eithot+A o1 —A 1t says. Tt virtnally declares in these
words a third A w’ich 18 neither+nor -, and which at the same time 18 yet
invested with 4 and — characters. If + W mean 6 miles to the Wost, and
— W mean 6 nules to the Fast, and if + and — cancel each other, the 6 miles
of way or space 1emain  what they were with and without the contrast.”— The
Lrgic of Hegel, p. 220.

ve. “The two however are at bottom the same: namc of either
might be transferred-to the other”.— The Lagic of Hegel, p. 222
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[} AREE ) @I Ay @ o5 07 w3l Wk fag A1)
TRWTE (RO 3
3. «qa1 @ “te] ( debts and assets ) T®¥ f&q7 J71 @7
«FE AR | W CHAITIT MR AR, At FiR
I W31 K(ILAT |

2. I3 A @ #4677 ¢ (the way to the East and the way
to the West ) Wbt «3% o191 (v o9 o3 e oitg
A A &, WAATF (A0F O ABwgra e g |

o Tey aF € Tiwq (AF @i I PFA ) IBRF RLS
w3 S A A1 |

8. (qiIF 8 e fagR =AM Ay e A9 771 «F
43T s 76 303 )

¢ 83 8 w3 «gfs ( Organic and Inorginic Nature ) :
sg=3 AfuR e =farsewy |

v & 237586 7q ( Natureand M'nd ) : 39 &f9l &% (72
8 Tp 2Ffe YIS T3 wiwgs 4% |

@4t (RME opposition ATA FLITEA FLGT 38T LAIMX 243
w339 AidF A fAferel a3— @ fafemel Al 397 W
TEiT giEts 39T A ANF | GABTAC 310 T (¥, ‘rAr fEAB
337 ‘eftedl’ (¥ a7, e Py wIre Wil fafam, cnm o fow’
oty ‘oiwE ZOIfF (WIT AT | S FIA o447 A diffe-
rence IST FAE, W (AT | (I ‘“Meqr'y 7x ‘cait’y @3B
AT CAE % ICECE T P 9T X AR | 9 IFW qre Rge
e ¥iaF g, 44 ¢ 151 Tty Awe @ «IT I A 50 |
q-’ﬁl cFi@ AR co%F T@ ( mere difference ) A%, @It @yt
Ter i B Ble Wiy A w1 NS I ¢

“In opposition, the different is not confronted by any
other, but by ‘its’other-+* The other is seen to stand over against
its other, Taus, for eximple, inorgaaic nature is not to be
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considered merely something else than organic nature, but the
necessary antithesis of it "—The Logic of Hegel, p. 222.

stRmity wetgricee fawted (opposition ) @F™er INTHI
Atz A fetwNa fRY ( ‘universal law pervading the whole
of nature”, The Logic of Hegel, p.223) | fAmiq A{29rx (519399,
( magnetism ) crtafey ( polarity ) wifk®y I3y, €At ¥
cwed ( polarity ) fRwwsty Bt 07 @iy Fgd %1 3MaR oM
1f%g'® wretor Nt ( Law of Excluded Middle ) wriyata ata
A, vt Ada? @I% Ax @I} FiA A=Aty fafie am
FWE. A2 (418 ‘@l fF:q] @517’ ( Either or) (I Fag @
farate® za et cegn-Ns ( moving principle ), 3ita? ‘fRuaty
SBERT @3 I 2Ry 17

Ui Iy fA9wires gaee? 2 ‘fataid’ 1 contradiction
a2 fIattsin Asd wqita? (39 @3B W santaia Bfeg
Al g1 &% @ 5o, IREIS 8 AANAT — AR wifF,
T 8 wEAe %w @8 Law of Contradiction 31 7fRtery eray
o faew RAfta gfenn1  attad «tatafd 91w ( Formal
Logic) ctfas ¢ Rwatfs ffvefa safa Reragfes soa1
wterIfe (Law of Identity ) @3t SRE w3 fd faary NS
{ Law of Contradiction) e afiq% gt e ( Law of
Excluded Middle ) f&f@Ra, ®ate ¢5H It 5316 Tfw ; YA
IENT |

fifs, afsfgf® @ mfgf® ( Thesis, Antithesis, Synthesis )

va  “Instead of speaking by the maxim of Excluded Middle ( which is
the maxim of abstract understanding ) we should rather say ; Everything
is opposite. Neither in heaven nor in earth, neither in the world of mind nor
of nature, is there anywhere such an abstract ‘Either—or’ as the undorstand-
ing maintains. Whatever exists is concrete, with difference and opposition
in itself-.- Oontradiction is the very moving principle of the world ; and it ie
ridiculous to say that contradiction isunthinkable.”—The Laogioof Hegel. p.229,
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STSILIE JTAFIT 14T (4377 30T ( negate ) forwy wtaa sty 1
ey R /T I anifq IR fAfe-afsfis afals ot o
oFFCE g 30 IEE s TS AT, w7 «F A3 A7 T
F S AFAg W qREhF atfeq zua (abrogate ) frary
IOV IW, ©R 1T AT 79 Aoty “agd) fal: )’ Fa Ry

U @F ST TR AATRA (T OHITarfiea s v A4hig wfeqms
31 positive | AfSfFfe e fyfers fma sag W wefyfs
Ifhe afefgfors A e, v3e M fara wiogas ; and
fa3@ (negation ) AMA @A SIINT A A q7; wediw
faem A4j33e 3 3@ A feg wtr Afvw e afxfen
sttty e QR (i | A%l 178 fR3Aa fQ3nq ( negation of
negaton ) wy8 i frma Afys— (S ¢ A %S @2 q¥rzak
AfAIFI ®AF AT 371 303 @3 TN Sheita (e 7y ¥4 3’
@3B Bpmaz nfgfewis MR Ao cota | @ReT 2ref

g ofe Wiz THSY wEA IF I3 GANF AY( Sid @i

facs qem | ORINAINIT @ 7! afes! witg R f[ew fadq
ATEE FHATAT, ©ALAF 47 177 _

F1ta8 zUIM w39 ( negation ) (337 (Af€Usd 97 ; «T/-
I A6 | @ @® wenst FwiRarel eiFemey Rolyfs i
fAetg quétyy @ 6xFr 07 WA 231 @g 4399 (negation) Aifws
5, WRIF AfEw q3e Wb s wfw Fifw B@I ANt @z
S RFF T2 BLaT AT @B (AT ware wi5aNT T TaT
TR | AT ORIAINT (R, ©IFR WiAIT WieKI cacay if5ea
QU SAPIEE 478 0T | WA @€ A% ( movement ) vt
if® et A1 ; 209 freies “@sfe” ( progress ) IV?

vy, For the negative, which emerges as the resalt of dialectic, is, becanss
a result, at the same time the positive : it contains what it results from
absorbed into itself and made part of its own nature.”—The Logic of Hegel,
p. 162,

v». The result of the Dialectic is positive, because it bas a - definite
cuntent, or because its result is not empty and abstract nothing, but the
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slIafzy ¥ wQEI, AT [AInA e @3B s
MR IR W9, U wAY W ANS WF A BeF AqeF 1 IMw
FIRAMNE R ARG st 3™ A SRAE wifeey afw )
AT eI FAR36T ( evolution ), 2ifeyas a® whis
BLATR (1T 2 qi M3 =ed | Y% fvy @ &% f3dq v v
YA HA | (A TG WS AT, VAT f%@wmen\vf%a

TNSS 9% FAfIIST waiBy 797 |

TIAR G, ‘FIRFM SwF o1k wire ofedi I oofteA |
3% SIFREA AR (LT f3ta I|A FAqAfoy wwewr @ fics
A gl | ST Ui RPN NS wAFh| 70w @ WP |
eiatasbizs f@enfEs ( triadic ) @3 UMY FAfFFRAT etaw )
Sty e 9T AR T AR TS A el g7, @
fA3na | negation ) 31 fArate® ( contradictin ) @¥ fAsfrey catetz
729 9% FURIMST AF AT WA FI I | @ 9253
AR A A AT SR @it F w7 { triadic pattern ):
w3y R 7w 93 progress 3y 4% @3 v 1 AT
History of Philosophye @& qfetd wzaw IL3 2Fexin @
ASTSILE P47 ITACE ) CAAMTAS CFATA) AR ¥ Oriental ( @is] ),
Ciassica! { #ifA#te ) @ Teutonic (BTHRF ) @8 @ Wy 3@
Frey AeySl @ MmEE WAy gy | My Aéfan wm @iy
mgfs ( Asiatic Culture )| SR *t33 4ty =i T DF-QAMNF
LFfT W32 @8 MY 9Ny (S (Y7 VawwA 1 AWY WEF WA
AT WA @F 4it ANCH (R | AF TN W 7 fowy Wit
gfe | @8 AP weFty gt 13w I e siEce
T ghie s ffedt Fwr 1 YA AeTSie @B fasifes
WA A™e ¥ Bty FHA MICS @%@ wifi Mg off
AETSIY (AP I @ 7 | 9 I (W@ QA oty

negation of cortain specific propositions which are continued in the result for
the very reason that it is a resultant and not an immediate nothing.’”

—The Logic of Hégel, p. 159.
‘
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Nfers e way ey sy fies sracg | oF sar @1

‘onward movement’ 31 WS 32 LT (TN A ‘Develop-
ment’ 31 8afs |

siael wy e fige FaeA AT A 9 TR o
n($ I30% | O B2 0% @ ( quality ) @ gty ( quantity ) og
Being T%q SCAtSA] FAS 7 o017 [NARA (¥, 777 ¢feT @ty
( Being Determinates ) @351 fa™8w1 ( character 31 mode ) Wit
Tire o7 @4 ( quality ) 31 f9)1°°

®AZITE, A Fre ( quantity ) 797 @35 fafRe B Rw
9 Y] AqL33 (ElaA, @3 0¥ 393 TACII CFIAL T ;A AMF
g O @ ‘e’ @ AT’ gy fiflga ¢ AWET AT | W0y
Stg=ica q087 A5 MO I0E;  ACF WAET W Y A RIS
| GFHE I (WA WE 46T INg (A WIWEF aF
oy AR TR ey ARISE eAfRwtem +4Rada e, Wiy
<{fFiR AFRSA eve AfFfes gug 172

I 33T AT ISS AFA, AX AT @ IFT QIS
offF (67 QA T AT | (G IAINS AAfFaAte ATICS I @7 4F6
A7 WA T4 @ 38T ST A & ;Y 1T

qem ST R T @R ARSI Jfmed | @
7 ored Batt Wity | IR arae @3 TSI AT wAY ST
aoiE oA WIET GNE NS A1l e WA o NS gt
T A% T 9r (N @A WA wWATS a¥h o

»«. ‘A something is what 1t is in virtue of its quality and losing its quality
it ceases to be what it is.”" ( Art. 90, The Logic of Hegel, p.171)

2y, “These two transilions, from guality to quantum and from the latter
back again to quality may be represented under tho image of an infinite
progression-«-”’— The Logic of Hegel, p. 204.
. %2, “On the one hand, the gnantitative features of existence may be
altered, without affecting its quality. On the other hand, this increase and
dimination, immaterial thongh it be, has its limit, by exceeding which the
quality suffers change.”— The Lngic of Hegel, p. 202.
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*fIMEA Wb AT, WA U™ W AR A Ay oz uiet
W TS A A W B @3B TR Aty i
019 F0A WO WO AT W AW | «xfy w07 9P AR temwaty
WAT IS DN 9T 1IIET T O YA e Y |

AR WIS Ayl e, “wny” AfREid RS IS @xw
«FB et o ot cadlea amE ‘e e wfisafisy’ an
T A WA ‘435 Wiy 435 @B, AR gtr wrwaits fen
TS RIS TR | AT WITSS 4T [BHY WCAF (R T |

@ f3nteTs ( quantitative ) AFASH (F (A (T @M
( qualitative ) 4fiREA zta MH1E, W% CRUIPTT TSI @Fb
fauze 3 (WS T | VT G-MATT WY XA 935 A Rwifow
31 wtyA R M4 o Y, T WA WF W AR ARG At
(S MAT 471 aF5! Iy Ny WPty Wy A48 eoirs 4336
CeIA  CBIY AT Al A oA fog e J11 I & [own
MNAMS AT SIS (AT @F61 NI Ry w6 (v— iz wa
WAFT KT (AT AW ALY AIIN Ay W w3 wew vt ovn 120

23fe7 @ 1FET AW 9B RWI wWIFAFS) AL w0 TOR |
@AY TS FIIMET @51 Al wF, o @} W Al
Y ETST (RIB-AT AFA (- AIA AFISAT Toiy AHI |
AFAN (4T SIS 9 NFAF WIS TS 24T T @ ndry(=3
N 1| 25 W AN T HAF A1 I 5 TR W Whee wites
o 2P W B ( jump ) 5 AfeE Afry @

s @3 el (@ @AY SRR @Ffs afie e @
27 ¢ieet it @i FfE e Wi wtend e fru fafes
1 ATs AUy A Witk wez ) e ates, wwewy W Ny
@ M3 A37ET T8 NI 7 on 307 &a oy ;  «F owieh

29, “This process of measure, which appears alternately as a mere change
in quantity, and then asa sudden revulsion of quantity into quality, may be
envisaged uuder the figare of & nodal ( knotted ) line.””—(The Logsc of Hegel,
P, 204.)
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CRIBT A7 4RIEAT Afaatd IATTS WS 9N @y @3 mwd-
M 9o MR, @ =« 7at7 @ 77 @3B Affdy Brag
sl Wiy €3B! Rewhew wel [Rub fAua b ) o}
fey apfey fRedary o3 Aok Twey gfivs o fi 9=
w57 @ WYL At Ny A YA opw | @ RNy Wy P ey
eSS Tm @351 e Afigeq (qualitative change )
wigfas wgy Rez; coafq afefifs oy nfafSe  wizadt
INT & Twoy AfFTE | RUIMT TAITFIHT @B €7 [AoR
atbrgfietr @2 etiteRfs avfer ot #¥51 IME @t =5
Tewee R3S 3 () cgonead oiEnashe S wfEnEs Trew
IR Tt Al R 737 A @ 7ty ey FA warg S
FhieEy Ada | @§ ofttaafites Aaala e, S Sty afaray
AQLAl WY WINCRT @A FIFT  WPRI A1 wy el
TR (L SIRICF 51 T A T T9F M3 @ eifSedt 3aMy
T MOEE (R SIFIIL M ot (7e¥ e | oy ]
WA AU ST |

BoaT WAGAN FAl ol @ ernasfE NS g A
fagom 3l fews-aamy Afe 1 . v Rew 139 AR ¢ Ram
afiry srag Fife, o fefzfs ¢ mfxfe— @& fox witts 7gfim eae
@8 fe (it @i gt Ndy gty o 30 3 o st
33 faacs afed Iwm ! e g @y guer [ana
AT BE1 2 ArEFh Ae wirs T-RA (Inherently
self-contradictory ) €32 &TSI¥ 7Ei7 NYIZ WA Ty Wy 5ff
fazg #fe ( Interpenetration of opposites; . HH g
LT AT gt A4HiE 24 wET HI, IR ATOIF i @S
fa# ( qualitative change ) (B Tiewg wige € YT |

INGT QUM NS FIRFM @fF I @ o evs]
w-oifafign e 3 Baf® | twd, nHS (wz nfHiferes wirs

QM &y wog «F g |



SIS ARCATEAL

WO I QA ¢ BICAFTHIF T MR Wyt FoAGAT o4
aFF W @y IRV e ey atasie sw Affaes |
&7 Frwtales ¢ W LAl Sy kT Wz Zoaca @8 snunasts
13 I3 @I AR AW AT ANFY T AgA WARA | FPEAT AT
e fisr 3g arw’ P ged FACRA TA WAHT WA ¥ A
@A DT F1EFAT @ FRAFAFT RAS oA ST ATFTSNF
B faavtw wrffors qics st 333t ATSIRIAIT < 711 A
ridfaE TeatweE A9 A s ofen oy §5ET fAwy 4w s
CHATS TL3, (A objectively 7] 1) Wy a3q 3% @ wtad
*T% 4r3tf? fIzage 2ew1 (objectivity of outlook ) 783 7% | WA
aritar a1 e e o 3 A e A @l v e o
S oy wiacy w3fgn Ak | oy wFdte §F ¥ AN
fAe® et (absolute ) ACWIq T4 (TI® wW (AT AR o
AT (5B ICA CRAFHAT NAGT T Bd A7 Fpyid cpaes |
@¥WI Sty ArqArs) A7agy %At ( objective 3 distinterested )
Ayl FAceR g7 | famta @ 593 cotca? =iy fAfsa «¢ e A3y
SHNF AFATY I Ao A0S cAfFoarg | wAa-fAstas ofd @ ve
9% 43 oY @ SFY | FHIUT FAI 8 (AA— @® 9FIBAA@ AW T
Reitaz @ ¥A3 | wiwF e e 3fF 73 3 =fag Ae7 @
W] B4 4% (58T A WIIFS Z0ACR, ST WA & | [y
T8y, WAy 233, AT AR I0I I FAS W | @¥ WAtFFeR
itz e famitay 178

fAqtaty vdT 3l RaiEy owa g1 AT 1, a6 @ qdNfex
ovta ores Aty | 3fp IR AReas ASHATSR yiAE MY

»8. “Philusophy comes as near as possible for human beings to that large,
impartial contemplation of the universeas a whole which raises us for
the moment far above our purely personal destiny.”—Russel, Outlook of
Plitosophy.
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TS, w2 Ifo-uF 3 AfErey Aurwd fen 11 TAIICS! TWAMNCF
NS e A SIANAT FAS @R TNIT FIAAE TAFT GAF
vo - e wafdl IRy Aong Warwety {wR, R @
AR FWAT 9 4Q cofracg Retq @ vf | wryeazbas cm
& RS 53y A7 AR fitn uaferaq, It faeen
ey IfRgdwas =z foma 931 wivm 3% oanagiier
retaeid fafad AT iF, Bd @ fqavis qaFsl fang =
617 IS RLA 1 (P AT ILHT TR} A wF AS; WA
FI0A BAAA | SIIHAIBF (@AMNT 2NN IO 27 AF 3-
3632 G YIRA |l A s 1fF wiwes fow @z gfas DS
femy waih) WA ggd IWT ATV G AMIF, TNI NI-4FNT
pACsal I3 Aterew 51T 303 ot 11w, @% NS s
@-cFiml R Aiateai INS Q@ o7 ARz ¢ W
fafidel @ Fasi 51% | FIAAT <3 TR ACFAUT [AST | ST
wiel four a1 oA A1 ea areRf Fet @3 TR @ e )
¥ eiaty wysfe aredl sy fafid A a1 qas, wq e
Twe? ¥ TS @R ATy S-fATTT WA AN weE
Wets 1 @3F WRASA, 3% s fAgfers afy @3l =9 a1
wid ¢ foa f&7 337 (TOF fQATT 3137 78, W AT WAtGAIE
QA At T M IWE AU @A, e W
A, 333 (VLT QFUT CNF QA AIWMAL MR A0, AW IS
M zatg W Ag g O3 Rde Néfftaz wfeasi e
PARIIT A ohata Aol Iy @I 3w od 3 s1q &y B
A CUANR ! A ‘g, ‘Afey, ‘atgy, ‘oft4y’ Bl 11-8 3731
3, #33fa catsql FIR @IBY e qWSF 1§ A ‘wATAE
AN, WP (A fafqaTs A a1 1 coxfq ‘s’ 337 ‘sfteey’-
Y QRN ‘TECTF A7 &% €A AFA I Alyad @ w1
wiT e gy | @3% ‘SR’ uFUT WFITFN Wl T I WA
X AW WP W AYF A I NS (A R @ QR g e
A -yaeeey Ty fAsfe g ats 1 wA A fioh oS wRAITE
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fiwteriens A1 @n R @ wwaw | awan e fBui-Rfaeas awer
St¥ 512 AFwiT 7-fred @ =R wizarHa |

fa% cxona ehanasfs aftuay whitreR. o8 At o
TR 2iatt @3e Teay A ARl vzt AR IR ST YT -
i) 2AfeT) e faeey SUA-A s araf® atw ww oy FArS
fits @ wfeqy ARshm »aq g ofr T  are fong R
CftaFq taie BT AT g7 | GIR A3 o fon @ Ty ans fefy
fo1 for wtastta Ftaed :  (FiUte =R for for fEde wEwss
®¥ @FR O AR FAKA A GNA | o7 WA A-AAR AT
wEFT AL (I (I HAWB (dLg ITA0Y AR (RTAAT 3T € QLAY
@ (TG 203 Tty | WA WA WieAisAl 37 ©iF] UILNIT R
AR Y Aot e famigre Wi St A A1 FiE, T
*tead 3e9ag wxfave? #fq ¢ qaig | crunas 39 AfTER ;I
@S NE @ 243 (MF are 37 o ety A=i3-feaid) e
wALhY B @ SIAWAY A Ot CranAFhs pfq =ira Fat=inga
e wAfeTT ey wifStarg | w5, Wiieted [ 93bi TTTs e
T system (X FAIT (581 IWAERA | 3% T3 &I5 NF TS
fie fofa sfte gated a7 wfe wq1e € FIYEAT SRS
(system ), aitF 2ian §8s Al csted 593 ate 3 e
e ot sy sz fs cstaer @ wF As w1 @R IR
Rt =R w1 3% Tagaa coata oo 5 ( s999-3093 ) cxoiie
¥¥al¥F AT ¢ “Masterpiece of erroneous consistency or
consistent error.”’ ( iv33 )1 7 I e Y AHE ICE,
My grefoes Aifgud oy fv g @F ARy Trafs o
AFF L% I | WA @ AR W Sy 2Afern Ay
firares @3B A4y eIl € consistency-3 (511 | CRUAANY
stanFbiry Fpvtme wiias wamtq @B, eI F@fe /11 wiesd
STASA] FT1 QLAY (8, A PRATE 0! Ty piaze Fiow =g
9T CRUNAT 2feete FRF S AN 7 30T ofve, T (GACA
e fozgtmy | fifea fRws o3 o qRes « oo g ons
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R @ N ceota camatem e 3¥ ST e w-of Nre
BT IT ONEA | (Pt 8 FAT WAl Afas @ wA=d wfew i
wt-atde Wi YRR A xuvad BRaateet qua I wifaw
ones | frw Wi 1w 3 pfA dtsre AR Ae i
TRA @B 1 Ay SR AN (A G Wit WS 0TS @
LA F S | SR (5. @¥b. 057 2R A efaerre B fratw
aPre WTIFIT wAF T IR f{raed @, oy v s
AT AF-A-IA, | AT @ TR o ol AN St7 Sy

“Hegel!’s philosophy mingles mountainloads of corruption
with its scanty merits.”—W. James, On Some Hegelism,
. 263.

Ui oiaitaaftE afare ooty e §vE witg ‘Nega-
_“tion’, ‘Opposition’, ‘Contradiction’ ¥wnfi =feia &
chadfira (ew 6 Mol fefrs? gate o wwefy an
agy ] ¢ Ffaren mad Ry =g I3 ohigafs NS e
T W @ @IITS IFSY HRFI ATFF AT @ P
© AN AEF {ErNe FEIWSI IAIIT Tty @F ) cIate
QY @I W PRI I TWE. CIAPe A @wy WA
wifr e I3 watg ! op~E fid) Sfew wa awy aiA =@
I AT I A oA shnaRfiE Aty FEEAb  wrm
@fs7gfs (antithesi: ) Ftty AFI(B; =¥5, “Antithesis” 3
eaifefifer «3b e ud (247 fTs 3 41 Antithesis-c3
QRIS e A7=R-Res WIT IT g o fqrad A
iy aitan &S oWes | @% Antithesis-a¥ @¥f® ‘antt’
wqfsy 1t AR I9 it | @8 ‘Anti’ AN prefixfoy qMAy AW
W17 negation FwifF wsfm Ay Ay R A%S
sttty Nfes wdag) 63 330y W& “we@7 7l wody Boen |
b 33 WBUNAR cerna St7 AT oM AIfICT CAURA 92 @-wd
AT ON CRUATR BHAFBI cx Rfad wfemaniz vtk 771 v,
W W B Al WA wwsed s -l g
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{ kreuzhage ) ceptay wfar® a7 T WATAA, “The very
logical but erroneous Hegelian philosophy.” @4t ‘logical’
IS o (31AMTS (5rates, ‘consistent’ weffR 34 |

AW WLAT [A WR COHNSY WiF | 393 ALY I9T AMGI 8
Y (47 AR AP TW NS W T | AR @NITS QA
wiaatrey 1§ 93, tmifrase coafd | “CfEE @y ofiae e
T 0T ST AT A% ITF SR AMRY OIS ‘oit# qm Ady w0z
WF | wITP oF T (A ‘AP’ A0 (WA ‘e’ Tt mer
o« ‘ongy’ urel @] @FHFIN A e eIy wiysd
AW AT Wity e | Cqwifars wive coafd At 9T v
¢ 2o My @ drvw fAftey Tpad Wifew wng) wiffacey
st e ceafq distinguish F wefie A1gy @ AtdFNE Ay 01 mw
redfaF st oftets @01 A (like ) @ w-7qeag (unlike )
witASAIY ceutA fArwe @I tAN FIeA: “We discover -
likeness and unlikeness. The work of the finite sciences Ties
to a great extent in the application of these categories's:”’
TONf¥ (p. 217) | ¥ cerie it @A~ ARy & 1 @oia
9BAITad wPpeF§ gratRA— negation’, ‘contradiction’, ‘opposi-
tion’, ‘otherne.s’ ¥uiff wisfag Atw A oyid ( category ) AvCw
TH 3] B W Ay AFEIFIY e @ THi© (I, 1 T QAT
330 oA (581 30z 1 fPogeld of @ Awiy wned gy
T GALRA | WP @FE AFe SiAf 8 FAY TE WIS g
ot R (FIUte | WRAITAR CRUMAR TATTF 31 TR 9 BRENARRT
MNee @€ w3 wag whadRS 3w Fwe | @P AAEH :

“Hegel's sovereign method of going to work and saving
all possible contradiction lies in pertinaciously refusing to
distinguish.”—On Some Hegelism, p. 280

“Refusing to distinguish”—(Z0ita7 (A7 =4A1¢E  9ZAH
13T i, gt @ gt matts fify Afg a3 o€ tauitar
R0 ceue 1EIT INT WIARIR] FI QAT WA T FTES !
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@8 wEE Aiy oAl | el Tasf QA
TOAE ; A (RO SANAIBIF (3 T i Aot o B 1 A
Wiy ICART 97 @MY @ SErAEbiFn s ;I O
WA 337 | ATSII I fFE T 9 A W{TE, WWAI| @
1% {% @ wyjafe 733 3331 Negation 31 iz Eonfi Awwed
T 4w cFity, @fsgR7 ( Antithesis ) staeis® 31 (It Ff,
(-8 ATHC WA TS 703 |
Yy W Jy: oAt e fwary o
( Formal Logic & contradiction ) : '
sl afaryr foas NRoF g =tz @ fofed am
®Bf¥rz ffrs st | w-facaty ( Identity 31 non-contradiction ) fou-
wirey cifs s, 9z oy NI T a1 1 $t3 S A
( contradiction ) @ALAT, TSI € 7 fFE7 aFTW AfEF13
ﬂ\& T cfterz I 17
fa€ @8 faaty ( contradiction ) f&fans1 7 «ab: 37 W9
@35 37 Aty” U TN @Y WA F Aty QA
T, @ oRHy Aa3=iesd Wy Afed wrtray ( Incompatibility )
ST AR | SIHT YT AFHA W{IGALH A I0T, AL I
@R @R T @A A9 @ iy @7 AIR AT 9IT WA
BAFES AT = 71, 97 Agay W3 | etye-gaiF S
T BT (Y AR YT “wi-FAs) AWE” fael e yat  “afR-aga’
A€ IOAM | a3 T0Y) ATRIAS] 517 1, I ST I ATIAT
@f x Tyael erate ©f A¥; T W W g fieg Rgye
~WISETT AX AT (T A€ Sy ALt YS! 1 50 ; (¥ WAy
MY w4 A AHE Sy w-rewifiel 3 fIges) et R |
- “opposition” | ‘Rwee!’ IAAe WA 9% AFR TXF I otvwy
wr flees @ fRgts] 5, Toltwg ¥ q71 @%@ el
‘T fE i3, @ (3 Ao AcHd o, fawwy o 73 1 1y coten

»¢, “Contradiction is the moving principle of the world and it 18 ridicu-~
lous to say that contradistion is unthinkable.”—Tiie Logic of Hegel, p 205.



AT P “Soq

Y AT TF, VA 9IT YA @ 9IR I B oY Y e
M o W, O wQT @S WA “9F B A" @I
T0E, B3 @Il WA, T 8 WA “ak w WYi” ey} wFwNq
FY AW° @ R oiFy AT o3 Al 1w, Argy AFR WA
T I TS gre w M I FgreR A Al @ A
fas s ( Contradictory” ) “opposite” ) IAT® =ixyl @ FF8
T AfF | 397 Ax 53 contradiction 3 Rt 71§ 77 WU @
wfg-aga NS wgAa oitz @re a1 Hutaires o2 3¢ s |
g 591 e ta~icza “fwatd” (opposite ) 7w, w4 WF wIF
97 IW, MET I ; e Ay AT I A 9If =«

Wy Wy A A A q1; @3S w3 3t ( cancel )
3, “reciprocally cancelling each other”—{Wallace, T he Logic
of Hegel, p. 170 ).

3% “otherness” 3t wiaft f&7n =g W = @ yax
o wg AT &% @ T ooy [ feaw RSN
FHMFT BhAlT A3 "Ittty I “‘cepAfeg-weEr e A
fteg | 93 3g wF @I 3T (AT B A “other’ —aFUy =
N1 @y ud @¥ (T, AT IR T AT HF 31 (AT, AW Tt@
@36 wofcE 91 (cancel ) FA A1 1 awFy o4y @}jT ARl
IR (T Q¥ GFF A € FNA GIAT W HATS $3 | @93
aFW TS FA] Al (A | BT QTSI AT AQHAS A€
I WP g I I TS, IS, FACS ANA | CAAA A
8 (NAY | @3 @FT AT @IL Aol 7 TSN WA oAty |
X A1 38 “A37” @, A AT “qHa"e W Aty 1 fFy Aoy’
93 A AR’ MY @ IFT UG AW I QWS A Al
7e) @ fiayl, % B 1@ AW @R % 99 € ‘gwy’ @
B TE

WIS F4e TRy A=ER (relition ) Wi Hs AR |
WACST WA WO A AR 9R CF 198 (I[ote “Awgeiy”
awrE @ (Fdte I} “fEweR avw | «F DS fAwd @ e



Your Ay i

aw it i CRitG! aww, it %, 3w st wfm e
ALY, @1 HI™IT A ATy “fow”’ ( distinct ) g “frars”
(unrelated ) 331 2ToRfS 397 T9Y AQ! AR AR AT
ey BfeRM 3Tty | “aBte” (W “wiusiy” ey e fem
(other ¥ | 3fyq, SIy3 IR WiAry! 7w @ TRegM witg, @ 76!
8 BT SIFT 9T 4T IN-T4-IT o fjrs W IR
SR iy’ WA sy’ rF fer ) WS 3w 6 oY
O TF, T AR AT™T (AT RA] QT SLACK, VL € A7 T ;
o7 A =LA A LT T R I Y TR AT AR 0w
w3 iy “‘feR” | Iy (3idte (Iiate W fifensh enim Wit
&IB1 AV IS ICER fA AT A 2e7 fIFqe] @3t Incom-
patible 31 w-ATgA AF | “FATNAY” MW ‘NIRRT’ T AE ;
ST 93fB (TUNA I 1A woAg (3cad 71, @31 3% “fom” (o
FT @1 RFws 1 wgata “fer” oA «FR UE TIRT TN
o3t I W W A AT A @R “w-qS”, e’ @R
“Fife”, ‘o8’ @ w577, AN e s, “Er e A
BeifF ASTN AR (339 FOu A7, @A @F51 AF=TF AT 9
w37 JCaCR TICS F0F @Iy AT WAINY AT WA @ NBFNT |

FiAT @FY A I TR QA FACS (I “fenern Avey”’
(relation of distinctness) =ity f33l (FaANIE fFaeiy Ave2
( relation of opposition 31 contradiction ) ¢l THT 1 (FIATS
@Ta e’ g ; cFiate 3 ‘a6 a8y @ Iy |
wirs “fex @ ‘PR’ L3IT WL WiCE |

oIAT W3 @I *% oot AR FARA— “‘negation” |
TV TS ZUA 9B ANCHS WINIR AW qiN I A |
“Negation’’-&7 T 331 (IS @ “fFA41q” IV TIRIIY @I 37
wiFFfIF negate 33, 9FAT 7Y @8 (7 9IP WRF RAM A FATIR
I Negated 2o A, @ fomr “wf®’ 7 g7 “FifR” |
o3y w(EY WA wBWF Ay 7 37 favars afedl Fwg, v
AR negation WA | (WA <3y Wi/ AN woale
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Y e sfws wifdm qwe, o g2-8 fon AatE Al
CRLATE | AN & THAZ AT TG] 9 [T ot R witg |
3T FITF A7 7 | 9FTT 747 RAIFACF negate FI @
AT, T (AU GRUAT T04T SLFA WSHY W5 4 SiY 47 A w47
a1 A g7 | gh1 IWT AT=1AF limit 0T AP @1 negate FT
qfF 9I% I JT | GBI IT T M4l AieE, w7 93 et
w93 AQICF limit 3 WITET IAE, f¥% negate 3 FATR FAR A |
ST AT IGL 48 Q@ ANT | FIGL AT <AFT 37 I HIB
My fafed 3 (limit) IR @033 1 W04 DTS I (g
7w Fgavtegrm J11 gt 133 wfEy @i 3=y @,
QT @F I WNIT AT AV A7, (78 FWAL (I A4TF SIF
negite 3 AT I AT AL | I (Al AW (A A
fa#%e! ( contradiction ) FER AR (72 WAR (I3 negation
faama A AIIIH) ABI1 ®AMA (I3A o3l  (otherness )
FCIE AT TI1-F39 ( negation ) (38, =ity oft o A3 Wy
*1€37 /distinctness) | GATSA A IF3 AE FIR-FI4 | negation )
atgy faf@ 77§ (relation ) QB! 73T qT A% ; FAte (FIATe
¥ R 7vw wheg 3 ey | FE @ Av )

“Negation, contradiction, opposition” 3] F91RI4-fizvsi-
¢2oN1e] Bife A BETHT T WTEATSA) I3 (A @32 “otherness 3]
distinctness” ( foaw! 31 H1da7 ) AT 7eg FN @2 ©i2 AT ABR-
%39 ( negation ) ¥95if#3 @ten FIUTT Ste (AtaTty (531 ¥ Tk |
@I (7l T1E RN StaAIhE arey ) o 73Ty I TR |

AT e TBLA NSt Atety o8 wx-af’'s Wmx AW @,
frg atra Afa asd W Rof gagh A 1 Rwgei-teer
T91%379 ( contradiction-op position=neg ition )— @ feafe =% w2y
e @I TMA FLATRA, (% Wwrw cwtdte Fof “fomer” wid qrags
JLIEA, WA (F{Yte A «HF T AR P’ | Negation-
o3 A FIAe I TII” (T I wIT ‘wRHwy'
(limiting ) |  CRYITT WA e Feien faS] 3 *itF7 ( otherness



e ceeriY iR

distinctness ), IRITH CRUHA FeaTed C-idNe) Al fawww! ( opposi-
tion 31 contradiction ) 3 WA 27717 ( opposition ) Gt
UT e feusl ( distinctness) | CEUNE o wdRENSY
¥#q o7 SRIWIBEFT eitatte #4aE G91 TATR, (WA 7 Philosophy
of History-C 7eTS1 fIFs @ wns1s i SiF IS LLATE | WA
g F w3l I AerStz Efegims Sy ity Hiesy 17 A0y
wiArS QAR | (RNAT @B wRFIGT I TN wiHE @ns
(Croce ) figeet@ wimatsal I W ficices @ Sty
shttasfa NT citety Aaw B |

wia 34, ceriy Wi NS ¢ wae wwg 747 | oy o
4fas g1, Of o4 197 73 | YSRFAA A7~IC7T Ty «RAww 1 INCAT
A3BF TS &0 SIF I WP MAAIE wiace @a, FH
CILAI MAITS, TF NGNS (F BIA ¢ B AFI3LAT T AR | 1R
Tond 1 AFN ‘ANF @9F uiAF Ay’ wwefs 3 qpars
#ite, Towd Sty o9 43 A% Atgizd @ AtIF (general)
c{to @3 fae® (particular ) WSs&W I3 A(RAT WALTIT
™I fR@iAs (FUes o2, I FaIB AT A I A
wATS “it7e “Law” ity cotal @Al Law-a3 qiaqfy foiwa
witg Induction ( ®{t3tg ) @32 Induction ( WIEATE ) TitaA% Rvdws
&I 437 AT At Mg T RO w0y dfes ¢ w3fign
ety ohed ey o Tidete 87 1 confR wiffas wie Rvatean
4fgs @ AR retaaly fige Wity @ s Atwiy e fafdea
ONF WIAF ICSE WieqtT IR TN TH | GHATE (U, W3
CETIAURE (TIF, CAJAME (QiF WY WLIEIRR (T, IR o8
fifen e fafoa ariws wonas (s <1 AeRy QR
@ (AT AN INE | 9 WR-WT Fgq X wda e UiF
ICHE BT WRANA O 6 fAfAw 4R4RE a3 coarg cerneMy
SRR |

R iy gR T fet g fen ARy oww
wofTF CeAta A wered e (ty T wiTay oy ol
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R 7ol qh oot D wwas Rord 1R 3 de3fs oo
IS 27 FiAY #q— T fatenied oy Rfiga e all 7eta mafta
#tt | cgar understanding (fasty) wiw W Wity 3T,
P Rew Fa A atman Wy Wi @3 omoRd Jw
( speculative reason ), cgU¥ M of3ty X wify Ao fafigr e
‘Rreacs’ sfea 303’ At Aoty fe Bos o aoaw |
TIRLAT @8 SIAWTE A AATRA THSI c23N (‘higher craving' ) |
¥ C2AINT AR AT A0S 8 N BfY A1 Coicy (FAH WY s@WAT
firs Odata 3w |, @ MmN IR IR 45 vy % ww
TN (I 2e AR AT Rin qu, <ta stavicw Ao
xS AT € AVFT TH A {F | I (FIL 197 € W@y
T AR WAEY T APFS @ WA AN | $IF WS
e WANCT HIArS A8 | Hen's eggld &iqrs o, Not Hen's
g3 JiAre LA | Wi ‘Tl o wet Py Wiy 3w
foma? @l ¥aPRT | I i qv; fox NS wIHY (371
fafn ates =ie, ¢ RCIT WA wal gty e qfeta
A2 | ARIT FACS A, §9, T4, Q&I wme'w%ta | C3qq
1% a7, WA, Ao, /A, A9, 7@, TONfR 3w fAew D aw
At WA IR | (A faUe AT IW MY AT IW WWT AWE
s o Wiy | T0F SRl 8 NFFiTeAT Ax Reaw =g =waty
ot A8% AIES | WY AV S AN I AT Wiee | (FHete
nvg Wfonta T8, ALTA 47 (AT Al | (Fiate A 31 8 AZ&Y CHITY
4% | e (iiEEE e IRl AW 3wk, WA IMte
7% wfs o3t (indirect ) @ Y| <AL WF W3 J{wtad
cgt®, ™3 (T 3 WiRR (2fF, A AFA 33T AT W AN
wita w0y Wite | 9% 33T 07 737 BAR R=FI Wy [T 9
| A% (contemporary ) 31 AR™RF ( successive ),
oPFA-Afen AT WA I W AYNE @I 9N | @I AW
ot ATCwe ¥ O 2T | (FITA! 39T 43S S AFA RAY
AR T T WY W gy oy RIEA e wieF (R A3



3% et vl

wg (stage) @3tz mw wafs APt 37| <3 wyEs wrACS
TA Yt 8 AT IR WEANS HACS WI | GTHNTS, @Nf6-wirs
8 TAF-TNS— NEa? «¥ Y WAL Y, (AU A | &P AW
w1 AT @ 17 ; «F-cF waw, % WARE wrAAry ooy 1w
Y ‘woad’ fieF 5 MANE Tewwd ;3 Ry @F Tuwnd etIT @
TS| ATF I A SR sRMF v =g wS ‘wuy
(other ) @3t @31 1% 7@l (ry fox grays fsA=i€ a3 1 @%@ IR
(TR AL :

%RAT 77 7318 @I (A7 =oAI® fon ) ‘other’ fog @ fafen
Agt 3 AT 04} 4F5! AFCRT AN ICACR | CHOY JNA A AT
Aoy AT Ayl PASArSS Avg qRes A, il AR @R
T WIZ T L0 AT | (WAFT 7IqE wiwm @ gfern e
738 AT O3 A T AfF Q@R AgrnE) g e
fafe w7, 3 wgs ¢ W& etaashs g5 qg1 o4 *HqF
UMY 28T & FROF AT WARBIAT (W@E I NG @
¥fogtn, Artgey, qEfS 2oty Avs RuA? «F yreiv e vy
TRS DIANF € WINF FE WE3 FA| 46, AeRHA, AT,
FIREC N M- BRIt @7 gRCS (RS AFTALT (AT
Asler Ees MR oltgd | wiws ity asty fFatiars
9% 73 ey 237 @ Wi FleAe a3 Afeve @t Ay Fi3d
@1 fegg AF9 39 e AT IR BINI R AuItE
TiRLaT BIFHAZ WATE € YA | (ROIAI |te @ e 7S
IALAT FIIATS (FLALRA ; 3% caonq @f sus 9351 1438 Q=i
AT F1g ate @IB| A ARRCS Ao IeT 1 @A
AT AINIM WA — pla-cwia | (I 4% AEDIE wItF
@ @3 ATEA 8 @t - o3 @ ey
It FaLRA (T SIS 317 A4 FrITAT IF7 W MR

a¢, ‘“Something bocomes another : This other is itself somewhat, there-
fore it likewise becomes another and so on ad infinitum. The Logw of
Hegel, Art 93, p. 174,
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i3] (FLdf (7 ATEA FCS 5U5] category wity, 438 ‘other’,
( =3 ) =3f8 ‘opposite’ ( fatds ) | TWT WA /I FE, BAA
e f5uty Aees, @ qubl fonida categoryd ISt AR | (A T
79! gLy AT (T @ INA, AN AFLAR AT other I W4T |
w3093 3 fomA ( otherness ) Mx§ #4a Acae | 3§ 9 1q
“aq3” 3 “fer” A ATIT WY (IS FiAT8 LA
( opposition ) A¥§s faAIA | (FICAI (FNAT IF ALF WII 9] other
73, A% A1w8 ( opposite ) B | &t ¢FAI cFrAI Ay ey
AGia Y] AFSE CINTEIX ( opposition ) ATES IR o
™37 ‘other’ T wAY @1 33, faidies ( opposite ) AG | @B
a3 #ws® (opposition ) Af@F a1 A4AfFF (universal ) 7,
Foael feex X1y 77 @ M v @2 77§ ( relation ) fawaty
witg W@ | AFA 4N (opposite ) w7 (other ) b, T
#3a =93 (other ) Fdaql AN (opposite ) 771 Itrw: IFH
¥ ca TITeT 717 392 73 373 NS (opposite ) ©f &L g %A |
72 33 T 72 37 (AT “other’ Y fon, @Iwl A7 1 fFE woArew
A3 AGHY AT 1 TSI 8 ©1F [AFFS' IR, @Y oty FtgHF |

AT IF I Al ATT AT fon gAs ol AAME 43
WPART QAT (F | SHHF L3N] WIS RFwS @3 1 oy AU
77 AeCRifiery @ LNdIS FeTalY I AT & INAT oA I
FAR | (FHATS (Fiate AFTS] @8, @ I A 7 | P FheA
F0q) SRS IR CAF | WA R, ORI S ORI @
3% FBE fAigs W I S AN @F | WA @y
neF eI wfEEd 1 A7 | 3% AW g [evel <iwas
w9q A{5rag [{eea Rrea Aatsf7 Ay=iaz fAfereiz wire o5 ww

ity 3oy | SRfAIN @ ( William James ) &2 wwficz 3%
WAIT S WY1 FT0RA 17

a3, “The parts seom, as Hegel has said, to be shot out of pistol at us. Each
asserts itself as a simple brute fact, uncalled for by the rost---Arbitrary, fote}gn
Jolting, discontinuoas are the adjectives by which we are tempted to describe it
---Bat notwithstanding, it is this very paragon of unity. Space in its parts
v
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718 3t @ ‘paragon of unity’ ; ‘3T @it ‘@F Ry I
Y, AR T’ ¢ Ry fifens) Arye =ity Aw 47N CNANS
et A IR W MA@ @rzd ARSI (AR, (oA
T8 "RA A0yy fAcety 3 famerst a¥ | «Rwg? E¥AEN WP
~WEY o8 Cafbwm @ MmIAS FUF AWRA: Uy € W
ey W€ B&” ( ‘very picture of peace and non-contradic-
-tion' ) | e firme % @ 3w @ ofF CAMOR I AAEA 17V

fRetr 73 33 ¢ Asty ytiF QI feww? RAfsa 73m
fafersiz wtq g1 3% A7 397 AW 737 39T Iwaw) G |
@A @A fawge! afer Afe; witg AILtq 8 cxitale a3 fawes)
%1 i ey Al ‘fawmer’ Reuta acaty craiy N wwd @32
& wa @R 17 oz ‘Rever’ w0s, T 99 WA WHEE
ISl 333 | @ Wl @35F 9y NI 3R @ ‘fRfis’
T category A A%GS fAUT (Iidte (Fidte Wity | 3w «BArw
AT NI ITR (T HIALLT WA A 7S A IFHAR "R~
g “ferel” (otherness or distinctness ) FAR | ®EIg @%
“fersl” ¥ category AEfET Wk AT 49 AT AVRE @]
category AIASIY AIBTA |

GBYITAT (TUIAT AT NPT OF A | 19, @F ST AR
ceria w8 IFT 1IT 2 FLAEA | QAR Ui afwFT 53w
wifesel (Ilogicality ) =uad IR (RAT  I90RA,
f®9et% ( contradiction or opposition ) RUW 74 v @R A AT
e NEA¥F v (category ) | Reifey ey ada e 7éyiee

contains'an infinite variety and the unity and variety du not contradict each
other, for they obtain in different respects, The one is the whole, the many
are the parts---and part lies beside part in absolute nextness, the very picture
of peace and non-contradiction.” —Some Hegelisms, pp. 264-65.

€ ay, “..-the One forms the prosupposition of the many and in the thought
of One is implied that it explicitly makes itself Many.”—The Logic of
Hegel, p 181.



AT Wi yse

o8 axfiuia ok Br-fand o fov-eretny e o sam | @@
Rewe? g'a ataqNa foogw 122

fare farife 200 S wre R 797 mera? wwg “Rews”
wrfiR ew Wity 3 @ fIRE 7R Ay wisy Rawety vl wShS
T A% 79 7 B SR 120 areraf w-stgatd, eroraf
v g wrefS w @3 Aow ey T GO faw AfE |
73-fFRUR IR R#% ToitwiAs et ( “involves a coexistence
of opposed elements”,—Logic of Hegel, P.100) | ¢3t7e fAzucs
(object ) &t TAR Stew qbt faww =fex Mareet aa waCe
31 e AfSeT e W @ etE ¥'a @’ opposition 3
faesl; 7 R T ¥ wewr sarg gl e ety —
a7 foanetanty Rerston—zatatas @ (fugof war)l 13
e O A erenIy 6 A7 1°0%  a¥ crdl g WA
1% (Formal logic) cRated 7wg #91 7a1 fouty & fitamres
739 4fS @ Afyadeis @ % z@ =-Reaty ( Non-contradic-
tion ), CAAMA (AT AR faate® ( contradiction ) Reew 13l
o wiff v ) WY 717 ( Formal logic ) @ity wog, foeees
fwe 407 3 3 fwvel s on w1 wFe e v, o
G (19 T (Ol J30RA (7, ey etorr 73 3 fou1 =9
*Tei3fs 37 3 fouie Rwwel 39tk 3 faway g5 o4l el
I I 791 W39 fqraca? fave fAgsq F3tg—oppose, contradict,
negate IR ! WA I WA IMWE, @y ( self-
contradiction ) 3 wmaAfs Afq ENT IR, €51 WAFF,
AT CRTANCAY TS o, TRAME TS @ NIy Aoy awoy
@ wfqSY 317 | w1at) F1EF ( Formal logic ) Aty wiaitashs
AT Of ©F FCag TG A O @ (IR QAT TS [T €

33, “Univeraal law pervading the whole of nature”—The Logic of Hegsl,
p. 233.

des. “The very moving principle of the world”—The Logsc of Hegel, p.225,
3¢5, “Everything is opposite’—The Logic of Hegel, p. 233,

;'S. ‘Concrete unity of opposed determinations’’—The Logic of Hegel,
P 1 0
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famt €4 % afesy Ttz Ay (contradiction ) Fre
BAALIrE STATSA] (AT BT I QAT Ay TRt F FNR
fex fox T@atan “l=mes faatfie satg ; WA g, SNy ez
g fare? s facatfes) s3ce1 WOl ® ciitor @3 @
TR W] 2 I @ ITI— @F TRHAT WA 4FeS 2 |

T FHITST ATIIF TG WP 2T AShd A9k ( contradict
3 negate ) INE— AR @@ W Fwa I A I,
R A94F A% | w9l @2 WA At 3% @ SveT
YR Q! AT (T “fon” 7w “Tawe” 431 ARy’ Aot
‘g’ aitg, =9 ‘Mg ATy, ‘AR @ity ‘AN’ Wiy, @3 AT FZ
stteitf faraez afews [E (s Ik, 7% 38, (FT ol I
Reeel 31 fq377 I3 A1 | SIFY @37 231, wigle e 2fegm wozy
wiFfe-2pie-gfon iz waw ¢ 1o1; fFg i a1 W ey
€T} @31 WA (FT-F TR A TR T SR Al &I KORF
378 I AATII TS T\ 7] 93 HTSL VAT MF ATINITS (907
BT AIITS B0 A1 | TIHUT ANICH I8 AT WY 9Fg Mx (et @
I AT RoAT AR | AT YR @z-9IB v TG @R
ey wigfe-apfe-zfonn @ ga wg13d I 77 9IS
I OLACE | ATFT S WA (X WA W3 At &Iy,
@I (Sl AT | 9FFA AN €W UR, B WA FAT ‘9F QI
w3 NS ATNE FIAe sMI 71 AT e 2rers® ufes
399 T30y, [TF99] TR AR A Fg— 9 IAGITS I4, AR
TSI AT | SIFUACT, AW CRAS WA AT @ A NS €0,
witee @ w34 ¢ wAly “RetfEs’” arars HEw | el e qm—
@3 (I Fieal Afered g Atq Fg A1 CFHOrE s www
( A self-immolation ) FF (% +WF AANI WA f7re ¥'s o)
Ut A1 A5 IR ; 136 ATFF AGT AKX WATII AW I
R A{TS 1S Ay ISAA (A2 | NIWE I A 3 WWT WY
@3F51 7o el | 3 @7 fifeq W 31 wwase 3 s3=iaw
forre fAoaten A 1 o, o, 5%, 34 ¥e3, TE, §fte
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Bt 3 ww g oA etfa-crg A=y | @F @ W AreRF AT W
CUTE “fon” Az (A8, % amy 2y fa@ty &% . @3 AP wew-
Br3 ¢ TSINTECS WiAT Wi AP THATY F3Cg | @7
“fenr fag “faes’ 711 ©owed Af@? “fTFw” A9 AAR @I
gt A7 |

e WA QU Wit @ (SEdE  category— wefag @
fa#wsita ( otherness and contradiction )-ft3 statsite A fYCACRA |
fRFwsits fPaye =te A1fe ( universal principle ) I A 7AW
I ¢ I(gtT uF Iy Bfory el I w4IX? (otherness )
grm Aferzta fettses Afe (universal principle ), 34 v
g a5tEy € Fel- A IR Ard A Wiy A AfIta T,
FEeI78 ¥ AG Tron, IS @ Y zwwm | @BE ¥A
ftatrar fovea wfowmsl @ we Aw11 @@ “fes” ( distinct )
AeleLAls cataTs A @ ¥y fofq amwa A 2ty IR,
<17 Ftv feargs ‘Dialectic of Opposites’. &% 7gE ISAI TS
b wrdfas caits ( B. Croce ) 7 fAgs witals1 IwaCRA ©fF Fg61
#41TT Ty I [FRA61 =tz AW 2t

Q@ XWE (@F5 @ ¥ s oty aqtx What is Living &
What is Dead of Hegel | 384113 Atabte WY, F13q ors I
YT COUIAT AIGE IGNT 7 9 RN FHAy wefEE Ao
w3ty frae NIE | @I WAt WHAR wiraAtsAl 8 Teaw
FAG | QANAT (W AT o] WWIT G IO € 93Y 54, (HHE
% Dialectic of Opposities ¥ T8 fIrdsd I KREMWA @
UMY TRIIF GA% TR 7%, AT (5 AFEA Pertinaciously
refusing to distinguish” | &% gra@ woa cxUNAR AW AT
AT oMol (AP TO! 8% A11 Fiea (v gow i |
. WRYe f3@§®] ( otherness and contradiction ) #% =3
|iTt q AAlg I IAT BiIR AT oftex) giy 1°0°

yeo, “The logical category of distinction is one thing and the category of
opposition is another:--two distinet concepts unite with one another although



S A el

(IFITE WA @32 St A3 (Reality) srvve oiet! et coirare
&7 atateq ( Theory of Degrees ) AfqF TOAH | 9 AT
ALY WIAMHT T €Y OiFF ¢fF | @-TSAHI ety ¢ Aty ol
g e AEgaNFE | oW ww @F (@, e v e AR
fys oy Wiy A% A4UIT A§T (relation ) gita | #F «@
AT qrF o1 el MIe AR ®F AR AW [F | AT
A @B W7 MY 7o AWFE W @I =T e
FIR, TG IR 8 &AF5 Ik | 9% % $fg “Theory of
Implication.”>?8

@% ‘distinctness’-&3 T WK ‘CONITSR’ i ABIHLF ATA WS
o1 I A, WIHEF o @AY A7) @F AFT-onida
fae  fadr AeaBa? (ais Ats ffowea ‘distinctness’. 3t
‘forel’ | @F ‘fox’ ASQANT IF I QTS A AT A
o41e7 QA F | ANUGITF ATSF 8 NI WG A IAA3 &P §b
wfoltl qite1°°¢ 1@ ¥B% fqua (NS WHCAlsAl FARA— T
Art 6 Philosophy, Poetry @ Prose, Language 8 Logic, Intuition
@ Thought, Fancy @ Intellect, Rights @ Morality.

gt 7138 ey ( Distinctness ) §21% | @3l JiIT 14
AT @F-a35] 'y 73 W2 93F-93f} 08 qqq1F A7) 2w
g A # fhesm |

w3 W (intellect ) © “Faa1" ( fancy )— @31 eroRse
q3af&ere ( spiritual activity ) a%-43f0 23| @31 (3T fag

they are distinct; but uwo opposite concepts seem to exclude one another.
When one enters, the other totally disappears. A distinct concept is presup-
posed by and lives in its othet which follows itin the sequence of ideas. An
opposite concept is slaiu by its opposite.”—( Ch I)

s8. “If distinet concepts cannot be posited in separation but must beauti-
fied in their distinction the, logical theory of these distinects will:--be that of
‘Implication”—( Ch IV )

>e¢, “But the knot is unravelled, when we think of the relation as one of
distinction and union together,’,



ceutA i 3

AT (F XA CFICA WA TS AT @7 wiy A
fiftgre q1; a2 9Ff wopgy 7y FeT e fAfers ga wig 1°0¢
RIS ( fancy ) ¥ fiew aw9 3% (intellect ) B “fta a1

cexfy Art (g ) @ Philosophy ( #fas qa ) ezte s~z
crF “ren” graye “fafwE” 411 @95 @ Wy “fwwete” (¥ |
zt3q fufowl 3133 047 <tatar 8 77 ( Philosophy ) ¢i3ts Afata
A, @A @S Ay J DT qg FeAEFe AdIte @I AR,
wiifas foutre coufy fam s oS oiitg, @xq-fF varsi 2412
Pz |

ceufd Prose (%% )8 Poetry (3117); @z Wy fafemst
QHFLAS LAY YT 4G TF IR | (3% AT AT=A27 W0y FAwwe

G TS I AT AS IR ATF I AN A AT GFLA AT AN IAAE
IS AT A1)

AT FI B4 ATV (weE? qeb e Aey Wy CIIATFN
fa@wsl 1 opposition (A% |  =WY5 &% 7~ (4rF fox (distinct) |
17 GFF Y] fIFael 4P g asfy wfFy woray «fows
A 3s e @I v welg Hiffyg wasy v,
¢afsF 31 ( morality ), 31tff 7397 AetE 3=y fon ( Distinct ),
% Aty Wy @RS A% 1 (AT AR AeAI G AR
(T (TR NALATIF AR NY7 T AR, fFw o3t 3~ s
fea (distinct ) | (HIT6 IACRA ¢

“The organism is the struggle of life against death, but
the members of the organism are not therefore at strife with

one another, hand against foot or eye against hand.” (Ch IV ;
Croce )

GG AT AT €3 AN TR, O A@Qeiz 73, @i F0g
1% TSl (TS IMF ILACEA Q%7 '@ 2teq ( ‘union and distinction
together’ ) | ‘fafexety’ ( distinctness ) 77 &Y T Ry M
fam ( “unity in variety’ ) | 99 (BUAA8 WRAIGA] IIEA BT

sew, ‘‘One passes into the other” ( Croce ).
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‘Logic’-4a ; fsfq o otview 8 ¢=¢ ( identity and difference )
ATEY SUF ST ALY ATG, ST ¥ 7 wees /vy @E 1001

certa ‘diversity’ ( ¢af5my ) Awew WAyl FwS i R ¢
23St fRfew 39 sty=iag v oAl Wiew) g a1 4fFfew gy M
o¥ 3t 2rey 9IF MY WY wAtyy 1207

Rudz 739 AeiRd obl ff witg— @9, @e{T33 A g9 ; g8,
WII ALF WAGY | ISPSH (NI AW AN AR, WA
cofy Foef UHHE =ATys WL | FIST ] TWE =3
CFILA 39T X QFINT AN Ag &S Ay A1 WAy
I 37T ANy ‘erga’e wS AT A 1 FHTA] 397 qfF W
P I W AX CFAA TIRE AGY A U@, S A3 A
w3217 39T WA AifF ‘unique’ | FE IfEd Afera @aa il
TSF FFAl I3 fqrs Armas, Wl RAMs @Iq FHAl /A
AR AMBA T @I AAAR ‘unique’ (WRFS )1 @B
T 047 WAIAA 3%y ( features or traits ) ‘HIE? QNS
@[T I AW A @ A7 2RI T F @A @I T@
cafugre WA w9 Al I 247 7473138 (repeated 31 reproduced)
RITS A1E, O3 @ I|F T 434y w7 ( unique ) IM &
7, @ 37 Wi g Sorokin-@3 Sty T detA %133 (‘Recurrent’) |
Fite: winz 4% few g A Gatew Go gaa I fsw 3R,
oI I @Ry qAS NGNS WFING  unique  ARDW
g2 %, 77 383% FoFe] fqars @7 W{TAI% (uniqueness)
AR, (AW WA WP IeFeE fw wIty wI AP AR
MYy e Gt Wik | e wF AF «IBA@ b I

y+q. “...We must especially guard against taking it as abstract Identity,
to the exclusion of all Differcnce”—The Logic of Hegel, p 214.

yotr, “Difference is first of all immediate difference i. e., Diversily or
Variety. In Diversity the different things are each individually what they are
and upaffected by the relation in which they stand to each other. This rela-
tion is therefore external to them:-:- This external difference, as an identity
- of the objects related, is Likéness as a non-jdentity of them, is Unliksness,” —

‘The Logic of Hegel, p. 216.
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QRS 73 B IACS TF, ‘AT T8 Iwe 93 ( Uity
in Variety ) 1°0%

NI AT 9T SEA AY-SAtgry 3w 5, AF-wiaca
fafes ate @3l AAME Ffec aae @R @F FAE faow AT W
ANCEE 3] MY (v @3l “fo” ( “other or distinct” ) |

@3 I XA @8 @ U ROW (FNA VR T (FA I (AT
QAN “sg”’ ( dissimilar ) 71 28, S “fRFRS” A A 37
TS (A% 7 g IPvel I IS 3, 17 A4ag fonsi
(distinction ) at&T F3re ANF 7 ATy AT opposition I} fAFge!
[ F @A AR

QFqry Tery Wierd wA Il @ fAFwe (opposition ) 3T
a381 Revy 71w @re =g wak s (opposite ) [ws Tate
w19 fGAT 49 1 SR @M 1] 3o0e B @AM, o7 AfERiT
T I B 4T I FF 41N I AT qLA |

WA HNTS A AtfE 2r|iz, % «fas 37 wiow g fin -
fRM® | AT IFT ORI &, AL IIT SITHA @4 | WA SITHI
749 2f&y w3y (vf?, 3%, wgeq 3f7, odq oigg afa1 I3 R,
I, ¢ WWE IR | G ASIH 7T WM WA T wHR
firafe, 3Mq @3 e StEw ®F SR Fg 2foers gog |
@8 737 foa fon Ata-aey AARE oo Wit wxgfer oo | @
gt NS WHRRA @ @y o 30T @I faga e My
@t grS *1A0g A1, F13q 9% BT NAIIHI FHIQAR W NG @
waftga ( limited ) | ¥fFa-wtq Fal awwa 1@z B = fics
AR A1 GBEIY NI (T BB (RIF-A1-¢FA, Si7 foery n4wid
Q7Y ( margin of error ) @FBY (YTIX T 5 TS A & QT

sea, “If any phenomenon have their unique aspects, they also have their
recurrent traits, characteristics which are common to other phenomcna.”’—
{ Borokin ; Social and Culiural Dynamics. vol. I p. 178, )



32’ sy v

1 ¥, 17 T4 G AN AT ArART AIFTE | FHewR W WA
CILA] T9T WA &B FRA IWF G| IR, A Ay gAdt
¥91, SANY AGCIT ARA T WATHI T FAA 78I AN
431 TF, W) 51 T8 AT AGY 77 33 Forfrad Feafe o e
g e “agen, il fee fread eund 0 I IFT
WYY A8 1 A U 2 @ @ @ I (@I T AN
& AR | FrFd, WA v Tafey AT ALY A =AW TN
faTane & o ABI LA, ST RATSI (R A 7 WS W AT
SO W RO Ia0e, T AT W 471 oreefd | IS AYY
A wAtyps Al A, o7 I (AT I A B ALY S o
wg$fe7 @i 31 empirical reality 79§ @wlF WAHT IFIF 9
“c3™ 31 37" ( greater or lesser ) AtyY-=Aipy e |

s SWAFT 939 0 Z WA T TNS @4 W7 1 AR
AGLFT @I | WiANKT AR EfETAGFET WIS A W ATHI
WA A 7 O] AFHCFT FACS “Afeul qT | AR BfEI WAR
7 e 4t A 1, Ao otatgArd 591 (logical thinking )
O AW W1ZA B G (TS T 5 AT &S wiNird BfEw
el Ry’ ( perfect ) 3% 31 'S category wxgRRS ¢t Ar-9
Atz | faw gfEn Tiva), FEMRET @ATS A3 category faw
wIatory AN, A9 R AY'e e xE B wiwm fAy'’s
|13 1ere A1, FEwa w3 o AT AFENS 7l e A,
§C5a1 fRTHad @ M (ReTl 4iaNAl FRBIAT MKW (&-314 category
weq I, N54 I]q, -&Al &wtpf 7571 ( ideal construction ) b
oF Sl o ATgY 31 41 WYY TS wAR Low @w IS A
31 A ofif3, 7§ 94 7199 ( complete similarity ) ¢ 21 waiqrex
( complete dissimilarity ) 7fejata 59t ¥} &3 € WA §F I zewl
Bt fex 73 i, o1 ot afers ffmd @ i ¥t firs At |
o FTd 33 WNS FAY’S @ Tl Wty gy’ 3wy’ A et
orae femas {y's ¢ ‘A1 Ay’ 31 sy WH N, o1 AT
FrEeen targa 3% ( logical thinking ) F3CS =i |



e il N2

WREOT Sorokin IMEA : A MY A 4 WAy AW ¢y,
ez st AN 130

«¥ 4 wntqres ( complete dissimilarity ) Tieq 2w # fitay
8 #F feature-a WAGY | «¥ IIN V¥ @ AN Atfansy
I care Atty @Sl ( opposition ) | RBY IFT (I AFeT
AT AT A @Al i A, 1 A 77 I (FAAd o
e @ fafay a1 oFdl a9, ©HTE I AR @ oW WF I
fa#% (opposite ) | @AM @FB! T T TR @ 9% A7 e fier
WAy St AT @3 Rew Wiy | Wie? 3 wang 1 «f
LS A¥E 37 3 WaAtd 5 I3ty ( background ) @R 7 @
I, FAT @ FIHEA cwa? LW IS ARG, IS WBA1 Wy @R
T 3T (N5 AR | FLIT HU @ FIA AT IWT AQAA @R R
‘7@’ ( Being ) #% 3393 =iff ¢qf 8y @ 21fs | “wfay’— &8
FAUB 3709 0 ®q 31 23y ( feature ) 1A TIY, ©I AT WIT T
Wity | ‘AR AT IR ARG @d, 976! ALSAF @
7eatfag @41 InaR T fIfen, ao wmqt W@ AFAlEA,
9% 9T @9 AT YT ANR | oI @f afd el Wy U9y AT
W ¢ BAIAY 1 “SR"— I AIR 39 WKL A 57 | WY
@€ ‘g’ §, TSI @ A «¥ feasnaad iRy e it |
@8 wfQ¥ 31 ( Being ) fAT43 7% 397 AlYRd © WZT @41 WIF
Snstth  ( Mc. Taggart ) «[aed @ @¥ =¥y ( B:ing ) eom
i emmeficey esTi@ NS ( postulate or assumption ),
I wAET A3 wfemery weg @ 19 ( ‘Being’ ) Ruaty
!GCE ‘b§ °

33e. Werarely deal in empirical reality with complete identity or com=
plete dissimilarity. These Poles are rather ideal limits:-- Between these limits
there is considerable room for varying degrees of similarity and dissimilarity.
—(Sorokin, Ibid, Vol. 1,'p. 166)

53s. “The only logical postulate which the dialectic requires is the admi-
ssion that experience really oxists:: we must be assured of the existence of
some expetience—~ in other words, that something is, (Att 17)—Mec. Taggart.
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FIGE QT TAITY SIS AT IFY AT YT 9F6! AT
forstad 3wy (1 awy AR ‘AR AT @iff wig 1 =@ A3
R Cauay ARt e W @3 R 7R @ AT SN 8 @IR
o feg | TRfAaw (e O AL (3 I A ATTIT IR
geZ “arbitrary, foreign, jolting, discontinuous” (ZiZF-AI-CI,
73 wafigastq ( discontinuity ) (\RIA 9F *{® € ALA(FT
fazafizasl ( continuity ) w3y, 1 W% ¥ @ FtaTy wfArwwT @
wiyeta) b gfaz 1°°%

QBT @ IAEA (q oW ‘WA (q 7Y 39 ITACE INHA
T W FUAR A @2, ST FAFIAR oy 9 atw FRaqgii—
“The only ground of union they possess ”

Fia? ordl T o 98 “oprFna-afey’ fn A 393 gy
g @ wd o 7Y ( complete dissimilarity ) @S
w4 2w WOt | 3% PAANES I etiefiE fqaag g’ @k g,
Tl AFY QLS RIS FE ST AT (77 S *FAM II}CS T |
A fat@icey q A4 29 ( common factor ) SKF ¥ fFTad
AT HIA QT 517 @ ol TS WA | 9% FAC| 747 W
Y [ WATY ( similarity or dissimilarity ) 3f5 ®4q @ #étfYsrs,
Tared e faeradfes 1w ffTa o3 MYy A WAG9eF ( similarity
or dissimilarity ) 33t® ®I; AR 4 wAtgs (complete
dissimilarity ) 3t e WY @@ FEAFF AgHNF AW 7w
wWAFtAY WY AN AT WAGY 1 €% IWAT AT @ AT
weATgrFR wtaa) %9 (opposition ) 1 Wie FafR 1 AR

Wo are justified in assuiming this postulate becanse it is involved in every
action of every thought:--" (Studses in Hegelsan Dialectic. Mc. Taggart
Art 18.).

33, ““:We find continuity ruptured on every side..:~ The atoms them-
selves are so many independent facts, the existence of any one of which in no
wise seems to involve the existence of the rest. We have not banished dis-
continuity, we have only made it finer-grained:--. The continuities of which
they partake in Plato’s phrase, the ego, space and time are, for most of them,
the only grounds of union they possess.”” [ Will to Believe, W.James,p. 286 1.
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3T My @¥ A fjeay Sy wmqu T SH 37 1T iws
39 ( opposite ) |

“Opposite” M@NF WAE QA WACE | RGB! 397
aFHAT WY QT FRAMY AVI T, WWHT WY 9T I WA
3! W7GY, SIHALT ‘opposite’ A1 ‘fIFF 79 IM W W) (WA
AT} @ ‘WA | (FHAT TG A &0, (78 N B ‘qAS)’ ¢TSS I A1 |
@qIT WeY] 53 (AR AT @ IRTR | @ AT NI AT
( negate ) 373, 3tfed 3tz ( nullify ) @ae contradict 3| fawsel
3| aufq 43q9 opposition 31 1FFFS! fRrta (IR @A IW/T
YT Wity A1 @3] AU DT I | @¥ I cwtese ( Croce )
ATEA :

“Our thought, however, in investigating reality, finds
itself face to face, not oniy with °‘distinct’ but also with
‘opposed’ concept.”—(Ch I Ibid)

WA TS GRIAZ ATE 932 QTP (AAT 97 oYy WA | (I
“distinction”-a3 A2 AA-FRLF TS (¥ WA g WA I
WHNTS ‘opposites’8 ITAE | (ITA AS] € WHS] ( true and fal<e ),
®tta1! @ T (good and evil), IHT @ FAS (beautiful and ugly),
%l @ /1 (positive and negative), wWiA% € %1 (joy and sorrow),
137 @ 377 ( life and death ) % @32 w31 (Being and not-Being)
Zoitfy | &% INSRGAR 4% 4% WoH THI WFANW “[7#7°, WS
FY ATONIE O fIFgetq o3l fqee g (slain by its opposite),
@R sAfistay @ gte, 9IB w7 w43 negated 3 D 23
AR MF WAGHI (T ATE, AT AF SHAR { goodness ) (AR
TGAT| TS] € WAY IAA, SVWAR (AN I @ @3 @I
SIFTS 1T 1 IS @ TR | A AT AT AIFT AMA AT
A AR (RN OS] UFLA (AT ATSIT I WAWI | Aty
WYy WR-ATAT A€ BT 1 3% 7w @ @A (goodness )
PO =P IFAT A€ (IR0 AM 1 Y] AMA AR G Siearze
( goodness ) AF® AIFAR (FAR I ¥ 1 92-¥ F(@ Ao
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feit AFCS A1 @IZ ART A W 9 1A True & Good
RS AN 5 AU IFF] FAS ANFT AW 7| g 93T 39 93
I AY] 8 WAS] FR-E TS *{ITF, @ (I WG Ty Fitw
7B wAs we Ml 3w IfE, 3R A arvem e @ @I
w8 |

FIEE (A1 1A (8 AT ( otherness ) '@ 23%31$) (opposition)
551 =AY @ fonida Aum) ) category | GTHY WA A{LFT wpTiA-
gl 9 97 @I KBy AFAS IIqe YAFS WS AN Al |
Croce ®1% IR :

“These are profound differences which do not permit that
both modes of connection should be treated in the same
manner.

The ‘true’ is not in the same relation to the ‘false’ as it is
to the ‘good’, nor is the ‘beautiful’ to the ‘ugly’ in the same
relation as it is to the ‘philosophic truth’. But truth without
goodness and goodness without truth are not two falsities.”

SIUF ANS GRCS (FATS FA A% QIIN AET ~AFLF ALyl
WA WS QI | AT WL SFIe qfF BRAT AINA A1 AMIF K
freafes wd-fads fadte g4 @a® %@ 34 @% otherness @
opposition-43 AT A¥Fy grffqs I cirety 41wy
(Croce ) st “This is an essential point” w5 &% “essential
point”’-&% cRUA g I3 AR | 7 Al Ad20T I Ay
F ¢z9res ( contradiction 31 opposition ) @3: $7 Logic-cs
Logic of contradiction 31 RIIt4IwF 317 37 AN 33| T0F 1T |
w5 @ Ruaresred Tt (i 91 Feaees, sits e ¢ ares @g,
witg (F37 I3 (TS W @iy Ay TANT @fed 3313 oy |
fef4 Formal Logic 31 4R} oitay A#ea fataiey fta gows
g facaty e ¢aena? ( contradiction and opposition ) 3#
T ey aGeifis e forga NS @3 ey w37 @
o1y 799 IWT 1IN IWE oppose FUE, fFee || fow
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Fa T AIRF AW T @At 9 Gt wm e
(‘opposition ) | ®¥fA3w caxA ( William James ) @ara8 fAmet
7 S AT SHNS IAA

“He [ Hegel ] will not call contradiction the glue in one
place and identity in another; that is too half-hearted.
Contradiction must be a g'ue universal and must derive its
credit from being shown to be latently involved in cases that
we hitherto supposed to embody pure countinuity.”’—( On
Some Hegelisms, p. 275-76 )

W@ AN IWE VAT AFA TALF 4@ (Y INY (AT WS
@® fqtaty ( contradiction ) ¢S¥f frez #7391 3@ @R WANF i3
FT Wy | 9i-fFg Wiy, TR fem, et o-fFg qpr— 732 fags
Ty AR 4% contradiction-43 [YT | CRIA AT A IFAEAE
*3={3 contradiction 31 =fIrmyy ATy WS AE, (AU
faatex ( contradiction ) gf® @gRIT Ty @B 1 IF @wwen
AT SI ATS: AUPF 8 WFISA I | WA (FAA
faaited ( contradiction ) Atas%e Y& AR, (AT U= Tl
fazstyt ( contradiction ) {EE CTECRR (2%

CTAIT  CTWY, CARNT CRUAT CRATS COALIRA 3 5 (TR Wity
Ageatfel, e fof sam st afewifel; g3 r Aws
@ afbay gy o R core o Bfoww feaued, wdir crrae
RS BT 5w Roe qwrerF wafbata g dwes g fef
fRats ( contradiction ) +wiaNIcs 3y =g Sfgq Ing ez
3fer figraced, e fAewe fAetw gt9393 eitx faates ( contradic-
tion ) &ita &f¥wy fivaces | & ekt 3l F3 2y,

9, “Thus the relations of an ego with its objects, of onc time with
another time, of one place with another place, of a cause with its effect, of a
thing with its properties and especially of parts with whole, must be shown
to involve contradiction. Contradiction, shown to lurk in the very heart of
coherence and continuity, cannot after that be held to defeat them, and must
.be taken as the universal solvent, or rather, there is no longer any need
.of a solvent...” ( On Some Hegelisms, p. 2756-T6 ).
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“Hegel will show that their [ of things ] very difference
is their identity and that in the act of detachment, the detach-
ment is undone and they fall into each other’s arms.

-+ it seems rather odd that a philosopher who pretends that
the world is absolutely rational::+should fall back on a principle
(identity of contradiction ) which utterly defies under-
standing.” (p 275-76 )

Teirza My WATSATT FA ok ( (RUItAT A4t g’ §fE
@ qiwrad fAaegid) | adfie WS AT I¥T AFA IWS  contradict
7 fagifdel Fatg @IW Qg cztitas @ 9T I W
A AR | Wi} woren 77 fagre? @R ealata TvacE raics
C5TARA f67 @a: @wF “otherness” A WY AT WIFM ATHS
feat wieaafd | @ Stz RN ©F A0 WAGA 371 WA | @8
TSl ©3 Wity Py ©F 47, of4x S(F3E S[AIVF @ FI1VI i@ |

4. ST Are3fe 38 WWIRIA ( self-contradictory ) :

fazaty ( contradiction ) HHET 3T 8 AT IF AfFT Wity |
@-CFNA1 8T AF LT Feq AT (HAl AL, (1% 37 {eH? fAacw
dgq q fagfe Iag 1 IF W% @ F 3gs 3fq1 3 |
(FI4Y (1 FB7 Antinomy oxF M e aafis 33
cxUA ArF 309 AFA IQ A ASIT TALT Awaly FERA | LTSI
398 W% :

“a cc-existence of opposite elements” @32 ‘a concrete unity
of opposed determinations’—{( Logic of Hegel, p 100 ) |

a% F1f5e (2uiA FF A concrete It TS PRY T IS
CURIRA | &% RF.F I 23 UF “Interpenetration of oppo-
sites” | 4% TRCS, (INAI 3B (R 3G9 AT AR (¥ [ AS AT |
@32 W% 9% Law of Identity @ non-contradiction-a7 eINF[S
AT oi7 f3%s Tme 18 il | I, BEfA v cAwAy otary

“The principle of the contradictoriness of identity of

contradictories is the essence of the Hegelian system ’—
( Logic of Hegel, p 277)
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@MY WFT@ Ben @2 (@ @ SR AHRCAT AfyiRd 3N e e
N o2 gt Fd s 1 @ wfawes oo age Bty Ime
A T BAG IPAIY AQWS «F 1T WATS A A I -
(/P97 ST 3N @ IfF MY 93 FNR &Y WA, “defies under-
standing” @%wsl caitsy W, oEMhta Afeze TS A0
QLIRS : ‘ ,

“He who takes up the ‘Logic’ of Hegel with the intention-
of understanding its development and above all the reason of
the commencement, will be obliged ere long to put down the
book in despair of understanding it or persuaded that he finds
himself face to face with a mass of meaningless abstractions.”
—{ Croce, What is living and what is dead of the Philosophy
of Hegel p. 118 )

&t7 98 s Aty ( Self-contradiction ) % 31T FATS CFiYe °
R, Ol o FIRA A f3iaT IPIFAR A4S (WF | A{-A4R
‘not-Zix’, @ g5t I ( Contradictory 3 Opposite ) 33 I~
A | &% QB MEHF 9FE WA ¢ «IT I @I ufoT Ay
wiTat ¥ YW A FFA AP-9F S @] “in conflict” 31
“mutually exclusive” @& c#ltsy of3ty @3B werafy v fazw
(‘Slain’ ) @a VT 7 FRIFE WA 1 W)y @@l 1 T @
O FIFT MY 4FF WA §AA FLI (IS A 614, O «Wwha A=
INA AV A A1 W qA AT 39 2o, B3F S ‘not-ary’
/vn A T, W FA! 96 ( Strife ) awy 7097 LW ( imme-
diately ) 0% 711 3% 9FT I € 9FF Y F@AT WS 1%
S 5L A1 | 84 ‘I WIARA, SF ‘not-3W’ SIS AR{CaT A1 1
@ aIFAZ A M, €I (PP wIaF 4 e e {7WH
fagrers gfSm ang, whig wold (37, Iat o wgIw gty
T AT SAN FIN (A" @ GEAT G LI WA e

IS AN | of FUR (W IAEA

“They conflict only when, as mutually exclusive possibili-
ties, they strive to possess themselves of the same parts of
space, time and ego®—{ James, Ibid, last page of the chapter ).

@
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AR I @3F wf, @F off @y Sy A VR T AR
A @ wd ‘AR’ 37 e, A Mwy B B WAL ‘not-3fa”
CEAA WA AN WY 43T ‘T 9F € LT F3 WRK
=g W ‘not-3’ SAFX I 5ACS Az | _

coxf st (god) e ﬂ‘evil) UGS | ..sqn g

( opposite ) M@l | INEE IV A AtwF ‘good” I W B3
O T @ BN I ‘evil’ I B ; wdie @B wd M AR
al fAforwd @ cptn za G111 @ e € ¢ iy ‘good’
P TR T (AN € wF Rug-ated Wl @ (iwE “evil”
S A W PH MBI GBI WA St fgegR e
QRN, 3] @ T IA L0 | @A @IZ T, I @ wed A
a}m @z 3P0 R Al A1 FNER S IF AF TR-
RAD Twl @IT INA € A 2WY I3 QS NI, AT @
T TS| 8 (NFTS] (AT | ) IF (T AT WA AW NS
TS A1CT, © (i AWty I rdta f ) q) faratd ¢ contradic-
tory ) M@ A FF (@S N 1 [few wid e gby wertwr
fafegfits | @32 293 Mg I ING 751 3% M@, @R
@F| WD | ATAT WCYT AAYS W, WA @IR Ay ‘Fi-a7%'Re
WNTE, €3 SILAIYS AN WMT AHIS WG, 9IN 43T W 4B A1 |
ARF UG o gm fen Wl @en ot e i fafer wé
&Tatsy ( -++they obtain in different respects ) |

C'OIA N0, @IT 39T 7051 F1E | function )— A, faww
( function )— #4F1Z ¢Sl CFN ACE | T, 357 3 Proposition-ag’
¢ subject @ objecttd WAT I, MIF IW ISAIT IR
aatsaf (Copu'a )l 7 by, rdl Ivm, &1 farw
I FI0E 432 A | Wi AUWEF (A R AT ITAK,
coafa REEPIS AL FALE — TF6 TR, ATe Farg |

a7 NI @¥jE fArde IR @I A (@A @ihAe o}
FREA | I @ @warg “refusing to distinguish” ( eiteRFILy
«qN3tg )1 FEe, @ N R@AHF AVIEA FAE o7 {@ia
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-Atvy Ftab B g wd A1) @3 3oy wIB Py faced,
€K “Dumb-bell” | ©itwm 7gsR wistfd ( bar ) g qud!
T MYPS IR, WA AYwe Fax | FiwR AreqRes
I Stolf @ity AR ARy Bl RFs i€ ( contradictory
function ) A4 IR @FL Mw | IR (XA Rweaw AT
o578’ ( Interpenetration of opposites ) I W FFIT TNY
8 @y uwAr wwidt otett Foa g fFe sfEw
B o (1 wS A owAd @iGe AT oretfS
(P BT srg @€ W @ | NF ¢ ABEI AwS
Pt A sy, CF AT TN 5 FFE WA 3l Ohel qBE o
fige” Fue, waq @y wd A wdie waw A v @b AR
wB{3 (3% (space ) (qF I GBNF ¥ g | Tfewy
@ «F ated oI JReaed et I3 oty gra fiea Rk
R Rt R :
“It is true that the space between the two points both
-unites and divides them, just as the bar of a dumb-bell both
unites and divides the two balls.

Bat the union and the division ate not secundum idem ;
it divides them by keeping them out of the space between, it
unites them by keeping them out of the space beyond So the
double function presents no inconsistency.

Self-contradiction in space could only ensue if one part
tried to oust another from its position.”—(J ames, pp. 264-65)

Al 1, 9F% A € FIA QU1 9w mw asa [Ty I
CqTS AR A1 IF (IS FAA T IR 2 o413 IR 3@ WA
FAA, (TR (QUIA FLARA, A qety abstrac ion-43 @iy @
SF5IC4] §RY WP | (¥ abstractiontd czAer AfGeET A
Aoty Attt ftaves, fo fAre? ¢1? abstraction-ay i wisd
BT CATRA |, 0% TSRy AR Fofq qiadl 3meea @3, b1 v

@ 9T YR AFA TS 3L @ 4] ST 137 W
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@ fovel s§Rs e ! 77 W TEA o eI T
w159, W WAy AifEAMsT | ‘w9 F I3 @ AR ww
Atee, Wit W agere “Aife” 01 Wiy fag a3, @ weim vy I
T R ABI TS AT O wA (Fiate Brathy I A1 @
@ AETY WRAHT AR waFANTS AT e o A
UM T2l 5 3% HAIw oF ¥BFIT GEte Auizd, I wore-
Jcb 473 weba Wre (Rl WOR M1 W;WE g @ whF on
A3 8 O W TITE 5 "-e 37, @ B IF Qc&?ﬁn
( diplomacy ) &7te saree 3t oI P AWeT (§F T Gtency )
wiS 3 FEn (logic ) wHTS I IT @ BAI? ‘%{Wm-ﬂ
TS NS AT (L ‘Siega It WitwR fFztee’ goify !
w032 AT ‘2’ ¢ Y W I @y @ =l “ag”
A ed Ry’ F1 1 FNA! AT @ TEE-AE HLS ANT A, It
@ faers ) € wqiwq | IA9BI3F-«7 ( Bernstein ) SiaT 3
“Yes is no” @3t “nois yes"—“§"’ @3 ‘'q1"” «3% wd 37 cave
AT @ I AAP-ANI 183, TE-F I A7 1 @ ©F @A
FUT AACRA ©

“But barky What wondrous music is this that steals
upon his ear 7 Incoherence itself, may it not be the very sort
of coherence I require 7 Muddle! 1ls it anything but a
peculiar sort of transparency ? Is it not jolc passage! Is
friction other than a kind of lubrication} Is not chasm a
filling 7-++ why seek for a glue to ho'd together when their very
falling apart is the only glue you need 7 Let all that negation
which seems to disintegrate the universe be the mortar
that combines it and the problem stands solved.”—{James,
pp. 273-74)

@ F13Td (IR AT (FH5 AALRH F4&A %9 ( mean-
ingless mass ), (g 304 f¥P5-. Fichte ) catod viqtzd wareq,
“m1s-erpiece of erroncous consistency”, % FIACY (FH AATEH
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4 9 T8 AT AT T wem cquiemy WAy wifong
“mental excess” | $tg WS —

*The paradoxical character of the notion could not fail to
please a mind monstrous even in its native Germany, where
‘mental excess is endemic” ( James, On some Hegelism
pp. 273-74)

BRfAaTT camA A%t FU3 0 CATRA O JOYT AT WiCE | CRLATAT
AT precise I dFR Aoy a3l 37 | wetliF 3N
'L AT FATe-o1 “monstrous” ciey, oS wgIfE g (R 1
areraf 3R A fAcwy fes s S AR vy wfes
! incoherence ) #%stf® ( coherence ) IS gr3 ; @xt ‘‘gLAlreRR”
wd7 “Tewanre” | w4l @S e fe, Jolt @ Passage,
Muddle @ Transparency, Friction @ Lubrication, 4% ¢&{st
SHGE AT T AT | W5 (A @ TSI (IS @Aty

Y IR T WA WA AR AR I B ek
AR AfHIF | G AN FRRAANF ~FF I (A AT
sy ’Tﬁil‘& Qif‘@t’ﬂ ‘qf3taiq’z3 ( self-opposition ) A& Fx
¥ W Afgew Sty a9y f@Dfers (tridd ) g wtersa
I

RUNtAT &yx faAfes foafd 4=, Being, Nothing € Becom-
ing. Being a1t 7@l, fF§ @ 791 WA ! I 37 3 =Awidy 1
A9, @ 3% I RCAT 19T TG ASHA (I FAQA. A @ Fafarax
“rgl” fAwata (1X wifie, faes T | @1 Wiy, o7 wfwy, ez
wiHY, I (e 73— 1R Wi Awiedy «fe% @—cz3n}
W% 73 s @ fisq “sfuw” 7w 1>°8 o3 faws o fa’y “wfey”
e SEYReTS el A3 ), Itq4 @37 empirical =Y @17 |
& TR Wees fRYS %t (abstraction ) Tf@— A7 I (WF YA
stees “wfER" s fRfaw P o wiwin rety w1 3T et

338, “Pure, indeterminale, unqualified, indistinguishable, inoffable being
i.e. being in general, not this or that particular being”—Croee.
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watg ) coAf§  “Nothing” aftq ‘affes’ 31 “=afex” | wizar
WRIIF (RIS = FLIT 4134 IS A1 7 | (AT W AIAT Wiy
TP Y WS {7 WG @A ‘nothing’ AT (I v
WY AUFE QAN Ta A1 I wAf, PRI e,
@7 W [QY, O TWieT— @3 AR ‘wafly F3; Avq [T
'Wteld SiRA (3 AT AR vy Wt 3 AN, FANT, @R,
fafaer “wafes” @1 ‘T1-4191 3, S1A8 717 nothing A wafew |
96 9351 %Y RYFF*t (abstraction ) Fa— sFar atfexw w3
oty I o faw e fawga weel faatay weh 3w e @t
T, @ o Afae, fRee “‘iqﬁw Prsse
wf%g ( Being ) &'7 %1% ( Thesis ) @3t St F9I8 3 negate
3717 o7 %% o %A% ( Nohing ) g’a1 2#4Rs{%fs ( Antithesis ) |
A IR, oF {3t wfRw @ fgtary Aoy @31 ez winen
3% 39, F194 (T Tt Being-a7 31 31 ity o fIew nothing
'Sl @ %ty fog 73, qR037 (5%IAMR coiter @R g3 AIOIT | (FNBR
oftty “---the two terms taken abstractly pass into one another
and change sides|” cgUtA3 farwy ©iary *“ - it (being) yields to
dialec:ic and sinks into its opposite, which also taken immed-
iately is Nothing” (The Logic of Hegel, p-161) | Being it a3
fafarae e ceuf Nothing € R fafirry eqdasl | Firad
I AH WAAIT CFAE OIS (A8 | Ve, @I 7 IS aag
aF18  AedE I AMRAGF AR o¥ wgAvery ‘fegd A
(Nothing) >°%

ATRY QUIT (HILALBIR 4Lai+ify 7®) 73— Being-e 31 Nothing-e.
7)1 awy SPIT Y9 I negate I I O ST AA®

s3e, “Nothing conceived in itself, without determination or qualification,
hothing in general, not the nothing of this or that particular being.”’—Croce.

%%, “But this mere Being, as it is mere abstraction, is therefore the
absolutely negative ; which, in a similarly immediate aspect, is just Nothing.”"
+-The Logic of He;el, Art. 87, p. 161.



CRUAM: Wl st

‘Becoming’ | xwx-€§1) A fIEq; w1 wA Tety oWy &K,
TR 7@ figs @y 3Wg) Being @ Nothingtd wfeww 30 :
3% W 3367 3 Becoming A8 | 95T f3E{F ( Becoming )
9 TR BRI AN A A4S ( synthesis ) wfix Being &
Nothing A1%F 31 *R~3-ReqN AFiedd 3293 7797 |

Q3 RIOIFIT 27X 7] AF | @it Being A Nothing @3t
%88 “fta~3F Wafs ( Interpe: etration of opposites ) A%
72¥ | F(AA (WAAT 778 Being-a3 we1® Nothing ¥ 3tate 5
ey 3<% (Being) =Af¥y ( Nothing), 3itw® Being-az
0¥ A3 @b 7wl fgaia AwAR | @7 Nothing it
fata® 4% ( contradict ) IILg— 3174 Notbing-9z [rmzy 73t
a8 Being | Nothings 7fAwatt y3rw | auwest 33! e ey
A ¥ a2 Afy wiag «aIg gy ftetq | A Wl wR A
1 1 oo f1aeq 2w ey afeqms, aArers wgeRald @ QW
WY AT W G AOASA T S, (T8 (AEe sem
E‘Wﬁ a® Being-Nothing-B:coming-43 IweiA3 wtafss 7 |-
IS 737 338a% (Bacoming) Refs 2w w(%-ifw &3z w1 |
&R g AR A (dry AR WA FUANIT @R 7 sty )
«fg 1% 7 Regifew a1 399, d RIS go a1 T e@ fore
T IFETT | BRI (AP 9% x0T ©XF W Ve iy
FfaTaTe

@€ faNfe AR, ATy §ed Afrsadaety I @} §
Being 31 79l [3® fAta.® 497 = sinlg | w-fag iy, o sitg
AR 1% | Being-43 @ «i3en), T farwz =3 52l Tuo1d vy =ive
e WY AT AR ARG NIT 3T 9 AIFT ( Reality )
W Wit AT AR BRI F3Y T TP OB NI WSy
T 4% A% (T 9F TN 77 AR I3CH ! 31

339, “This tried shows that the mutability of the real world is due to the
fact that being constantly negates itself ; that whatever ‘is’, by the same act ‘ia
not’, and gels undonc and swept away and that this the irfemediable torrent,
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&% Being-(¥ (ROIA @9y 7RIY 731 THE ST AAAe
CRUNAT (1% 938 1A confusion-47 CFY] *iheT] Tm @R 1B
Q¥ (3 A A, WL @A TIA-CIA, B 2wy wNFe
'(‘refusing to distinguish’ )| «¥ fafifers “wf"-F cEen

Wil @ fAfivraace 301 331 qUacR, Site “wfw"y vy w73
Atfer cszral = oHwE; I AR’ WA wanfF =T e
fafacr | @t wfe @ s ofy @a% 33 @, oI wRWF
TR I AN FA LA | & TIIIAT LA 4w ABog A FH3
a3fd I woi7 a3l 73 A IR WA oftRr TOM AW W@
RO | AT AT TSNS @A AB, I W @A
-mfe-g | '

SIIUT [Q-7(WF negate I I I W37 (T Becoming-
@7 AYF synthesis, Sf8 WA 7B &LF Afeiz | Becoming IALA
o8 TITIA T[T WACSA FIFHNIE At at 5 A, ffdesens
@s AfFaST 71 Rad e AMA A | A Wiy, i A AINT
A9t ) negate ILY, AJA THNF &AZ4 IAA, Ba® Becoming AAF
# T ( process ) WBTS Aty | FIHE @A ‘Being’ a1 wfIY
e mWD i ‘WY catatew A1 @t wf® WA
fafgoA=a ( determinate ) Fisa-n:afs ‘«f%' | Ftrad e
e (¥ crrva St a1 2ty Bite ( premise ) (7 Wl wfuy
31 Baing-(¥ T3zt F030EA, 4387 ( Becoming ) =d s farg
WAL QT “®fTI” AHRT O AT WF ANA 03 (A0 |
wfrs ‘afF'tF 13 gy ‘R fgom, o ‘«fF e g1 faew
‘fafae wfgwatd 39 feeca | ¥nag Being-d  gubt-fafen wd
TEANT T AP Tatg | dd  TE AT @aiT 30g

of life about which so much, rhetoric has been written, ha its roots in an
ineluctable necessity which lies revealed to our logical reason. This notion of
a being which for ever stumbles over its own feet, and has to change in order
to exist at all, is a very picturesque symbol of the reality and is probably ons
of the points that make young readers feol as if a desp core of truth lay
in the system.'’—James, pp. 273-T4.
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wiF Tfees firy Ay wdifeF i 33 negation Y tewAy
AT «AReH I BY o IWEA | @ «€ FNRE
ety ANAANET SISt ANMATGA! FTT INCRA 2

“He takes what is trueiof a term— secundum lquid, treats
it as true of the same term simpliciter, and then_, of course,
applies it to the term secundum aliud. A good example of
this is found in the first triad:----- But how is the reasoning
done 7 Pure being is assumed, without determinations, being
secundum quid In_ this’ respect it agrees with nothing.
Therefore simpliciter' is nothing ; wherever we find it, it is
nothing ; crowned with complete determinations then ; or
secundum aliud, ‘t is nothing still, and hebt sich auf’”—
James, pp. 280-82)

a? eren fYgw ( triad ) aradi ( syllogism ) Stz forara
sty @afy e 361 & )

s fye’y 31 fafaees #gt ®ar (Being, without determinations,
:is Nothing)

2. WS4, AFF 71Gi8 WAk ( So, all Being is Nothing. )

o, wPWy, 739 7G| WA ( Being, with determinations, is
Nothing ) .

5. w4, A3-fRgE fAraLd A9k A1 297 F7 1 ( Everything

negates itself.)
QAT 24T Bo1T8 ( premise ) Beingld Ay ¢tz WSy Toirea

9% $ON FAeNE Beingrd Afacts wix oz St afate-Afws
o IERA| @ N oM e ( fallacy ) ©f 71T FAA |
AT 37 @3 ENeF @R &3 ool et ( fallacy ) o
Tew e Tnat® s fr R gt @l
{ syllogism ) wFNT A @afy 4IA7 WA+

s, “ygfaafes” atwacs Bax' @ Ay

2 gk ARee T A /



¢
3% AN ¥

. e 3g-AfifRe “ata’twe Taw’ = atv

-8t Sqt BANY ( premise ) ARIF a%t’l e gt e
St ANE WY I TR o Taw’ ) fIy w faete aww
IFLAT T @AIR (TR WHY I KLACR, (¥ T (I 4 @3-
IFTYA NIRLIT A ME | 47 03T o2 Fwirw @eFatey AWzt
ST Boireea But o ua faw o wwd fdte T I Ry |
FA F IIV GFST WIYT T ZALR, AT ZATR] A% F AIILIA |
IR IATTIAL 92 GIGFT *as IF wAMEFSrR A=
CIRIT A1 *efl 7, R R0 I=0w MR 3T )

WY (A AERA,  CROPAENA Q‘u oS qIGIIF A1 |
I TMIA, 39, IAFI N6 AR FRAY W wonA
AeIFIIT ARE 5 wtAey Taw qwy To¥ FHorw-cotitsr catal
BT cTiF-A1-cI, =1s € Aqteq yigaf— agfay ¢ wind
T o BANR 1 AT qRCS PN @ ST ot W Aeay
CBITA ATLT | (TR AACRA, @ IR ARG IF FrE A9 YA
4 (9l C2tF FE 9% 4O gfere i ZbrIB-ow e
CIFFAUANT G3CS A1 (7871 T WA (S MRIIE AYZ W Ao |
© B8 @ 9% YA cefF, 2AFIAUAR NMfAFA €-cmi@ corANE
Nfers A HAZ FLI | (U473 WRAT SfY WA (FSTE
@ ¥ Bia

“Of course we may in this instance or any other repeat
that the conclusion is strictly true, however comical it seems.
Man within the clothes is naked, just as he is without them.
Maian would never have invented the clothes had he not been
naked. The fact of his being clad at all does prove his
essential nudity. -+

But we must notice this. The judgement has now created
a new subject, the naked clad and all propo:itions regarding
this must be judged on their own merits, for these, true of the
old subject, ‘the naked’, are no longer true of this ome. For



AN 747 193

-instance, we cannot say I;ecause the naked pure and simple
must not enteér the drawing room or in danger of taking cold,
that the naked with his clothes on will also take cold or must
stay in his bedroom.

Hold to it eternally that the cladman is .still naked if it
amuses you — it is designated in the bond; but the so-
called contradiction is a sterile boon. Like Shylock’s pound of
f!esﬁ, it leads to no consequences. It does not entitle you to-
one drop of his Chris.an blgod either in the way of Catarrh,
Social exclusion, or what further results pure nakedness may

involve”—James pp. 280-82

@I A1 (ACS *NtTz A Being @ Nothing 1% 93% 37 23, ©1q
ota] @38 FA 8 I 93 9F Wd TS A Y (opposite )
Al gre o 411 9IT WA SRR (identical ) @ fagatt
(opposite) 2871 ABA AT T ¥ (FT AVI A AT FITS 517, W
Bty BF oA Afeita| IF oftwR @32 A (identical ) €31ty
W3 Sty A7ty Becoming A3 25fe #m 51 Atz 11>

wiasg Being @ Nothing #4a=3fqatdl | Being-.3 7w
Nothing-47 ¢t 73t 391 %, @ir3 @38tz =ift e
Atcz 11 atgd Ty f3caty ( contradiction ) Jraty, @32 @4l @33
wafer R (opposite )93t @3f6 AITF negate Y 26w 377 1>

@38 7w Being 8 Nothing 774l & fsfreyd we sftza 11§
7] AA¢h| 37 77,97 RADSEY | Fita? Being-93 147 St frwa

3%, “If being and nothing are identical, how can they constitute be-
coming ?--+ a=n remains ‘a’ and does not become ‘b’. Bat being is identicasl
with nothing only when being and nothing are thought badly or are not
thought traly. Only then does it happen that the one equals the other, not
a8 a=a, but rather as 0=0.—Croce. First Ch.

333, “For the thought which thinks them truly, being and nothfng are
not identical but precisley opposite and in confiict with one another, -’
—Croce, First Qh. ’
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Rl 7t wx2f3R 2y witg, 9val wASy @ WAz | o qAny
e s arbrg at |

Q¥ ( Being ) wfaratd) ( Self-contradictiry ) 2iwlq IAS
ST (RUITT 9F 9F (ET WIS e | 6T wawed @,
Pure Being-a7 ¢#it1 Rr4aq ( determination ) ¢A% |  1Cw? @
W2 T T AF] (Being) aFt Arw Afaray @ Fifieea | iy ;HE ¢x
faras facey 434 (contradict) Fg | ARIAT (syllogism) w1FT
&% 1f& 2@ 98 337, 91 :

faos 7etr o4 31 faeed a2 g &8 o o1 farad «Bt o
3 farred, w23 R 7@ 3Rt Senty 1720

fog aumta ¢ % @3% cquity staw qfdea 3wy, T ;AT
AT 514 & Sfera openl zratg | faws A ( Pure Being )
wITR) CFTAT ARCE A8 | 74 FA0% ASHT CFNATE Frtad (78 7
W, SN St A e 9F (1 SRR fRrrafir (sl “cate
ey 37— 99 @3f fartas’” ) atg Fry eorIfefiz “w9 I
fazwzq’ @% 1 @Iq “No determination” qIB1T Ang faw
M | o 1fEs st WeA frey opfiea A

“Why not take heed tothe meaning of what is said §
When we make the prediction concerning pure being, our
meaning is merely the denial of all other determinations than
the particular one we make ”—James, Ibid pp 282-83

M (I3 FIT TIN5 €101 W12 g 7B 1 pfaw 3atz wB1y
cexrereE ( fallacy ) (5UF A4 T 2IFS (ANFT WM I
IS Wi | By Afess vw caated pAcsd) & e wiide
fasts =R 7ea® Owlee v Wiy, LA IAT 47AF GIF] AT A7)
“No determination’ 341513 a17q4 @attq 4ifé ‘No determination”
%1 3139 determination ¥ (4%, @8 (! 95! determination |

53e, ““Pure being has no determinations. Bnt having noune is itself a

determination. Therefore, Pure Being contradicts its own self and so (n.”’
—James, pp. 282-83. .



e w 28)

et smas (logical) wsia Ifed) aFtt Faad TR
o wwl ffam MR P WA @3l e Bew fi acw
o FRd | Bt ok @3Nl (FA T@-furst Rwtola
firafea— “fite o1 SoTey wg7ee gd (U3 329 Tifs | ey
faves wret F¢iBl feis fafefife it 3sa da @ 7 comA oA
@ @351 w57 I Uy oree T Rd @a Fica? et
CUTF WIYIF FTAT FIR A &AIY Gi| IS fq2dE catey wq
e qrafed | 3139, @ ©7 /A & FWANIAT @07 IS BT AR
“A7 gife (UF 3767 &S T-fqraty ( self-contradiction ) atuty,.
gifs @32 7w @IT INA fqrad cF AT WA farsy e cqieh,
e @ gifs farwe cof amed k! INET wSr @ yifey
@¥ T-fIEeF (self-contradictions ) 7597 #%%F ( synthesis )
AL F) EIB] W TAR A% | INFR (A3 @7 (R Bwey ATW
q Afgfe (higher synthesis ) | (X3 @33F7 fagé (abstract )
uifs 518 " uPprer fumy ol e SWT @IY w3
TSN .

“The showman who advertised his elephant as “larger
than any elephant in the world except bimself,” must have
been in an Hegelian country\where he was afraid that if it
were less explicit the audience would dialectically proceed to
say: This elephant, larger than any in the world, involves a
contradiction, for he himself is in the world and stands
endowed with the virtue of being both larger and smaller
than himself,—a perfect Hegelian elephant, whose immanent

self-contradictoriness can only be removed in a higher
synthesis | We don’t want to be such a mere abstract
creature as your elephant:+-” But in the case of this elephant
the scrupulous showman nipped such philosophising and all'
its inconvenient consequences in the bud, by explici-ly
mtunatmg that larger than any ‘cther’ e]ephant was all he
meant.””— James Ibid, pp. 282-'3
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Borcay ALAGAN Cral onE @ A(e A e oAy
‘et N v IFHEAnT cFidre Aoy A1 1 @I YA @
BN I 3% 932 AX &1 1 1 ( yes or no ) g ATz-fAratd
wte Rz e A A1 1 fen fon 7w, 3t ¢ wd @we A7 |
Q% % WA IR’ 3 Formal logic-a7 =wzw Miea ( Law of
Identity @ Non-contradiction ) 717 39411 =5 (047 4% NferF
~=WTFIY FT WALRA Aary ( contradiction ) Warey As@ #F IQLS
wR 3P oy WE 4T 9IL A INA § © Y ®/E (q-IA |
AR I TS A | 90T WIy A e fAy-N®3 ( Law of
Identity @ Law of Contradiction ) f3®ta 3713 §f& fytares
CTIfE wNEn @dd e 8 AW I3 FUR Sire LEIES! A
ae] Fefd witg ) el -1 gt frcated orsfere Sta Afes
FeRT A7LT @ AT IR Of6 @ ALK (HIA | '
o0l LR, Seor-Af® ( Law of Identity ) ety «dfa,
Ftz4 3T @ N (‘Ram is Ram’ ) @341 (FHAT T 28 A1 @432
@351 35:47 ( proposition ) {ANSS g &% ¥ TrwY (subject ) @
fAreg ( predicate ) qUB1% ‘o7 f&1 7951 512 5 @Y(7 BeH L s 1vject )
¢ {347 ( predicate ) 933 I @ term | & I(F ((RHAT ATFAUTT
[P AT W qIT-47 FU1 | SFSATE A SN A AT | AMRIT
71 2reje Aifea wfeas! | identity ) IF Astiter %3 w3 ATiRS
w57 grd, AFA! (TN AR I3 | AR B € WAT AT
e ae3 AteNfas @ T Btm 1 @F sAifaetfas ata ox
N AN FA WA RAS NIAI 9 A4y fFbrag wamaNy
eiatENTel g 23 5 | AN T I — @A AN AMA Ay
@ZEHP (AT 8 AT A%, @ gAe (INA BN ov@ @i
A1 Wirg WAT «@F-Nf®3 (Law of Identity) Fu3iy &g |
SEET COUIA R A IAAS (B AFA (UF 9F I@W iyt
218 74a% woI9 ( identity ) A€IFAT ¥33'7 9 a7 | Wi
wfens! fAffad 99 dutaq AT @l FNE A RAFIT Wb
stoen oftar g g o 1 f5Rre e Tatay @ e wrm @ wfens)
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fafred ) e v Ak @@ 9 et Awwe, @ AfEET
Ta-fisia oFtw, e wEiferw fivesd e fastias oma ol
O ATIEA WL} AT 9997 LR | WioHeqRIS AUF comical ALK
', s (ovd wgE PRI AShmen wd I /A
(proposition) gTa1g, Sits aga fag (novelty) A w3 g @i
TS-FAT ATI™ T 43 W3 937 I WAFF | &I I T
©q w34k (implicit) k@, <t @78 (explicit) F3E® a-
W1 AT (proposition) ANFS A% g1 | AFAR Hit @I
A3 AZAA 7R 3 e (Mill) Aaneansn seafeas wades
(syllogism) | <fwe 3T (3T ¥-7 3l (o7 213l e
A FUre A A T et e 93 I @I | greE- AWiAANE
Afery FF— TwS: (T I AIA WA @ YITNIT WAL
BAG-AAT G CFAN TAB] AA— AT gL Lfer@my ;A @ /A
( proposition ) Wt3 AT wAFNHE | @A WERAS ( Law of
identity) w2feeR @ =iy AtFCa BAFtA— cxraz wiwwe MRS |
RUIA T4 AT @ (B@ 53T q3 ( Table is not the chair ),
4T @-FYte 93] AW AT @ WA (silly’) 86 I w z¥
®-fF 1 @3¢l W @RIG! 57 7391z e @8 v (5 cratn
( Table is the chair ) 8 g3 AT 3171 I (AT AICSS
A FT F AAS-IWS I (T BRAL b3ty | wWAp B A @
e gty erfSratdy featcad ‘GBfRa saty a3’-93 (Table is not
the chair ) #tdaw) 1>

@® P ‘717 27 3N (Ram is Ram) &% siviisade Sfofze
ATIGLY AT AR, WA WS- G € A @Az 40 o
TE AT A4 WIAEA BT AT MF A, 4f AT wfeneid
(identity ) T34 IIMCAE SHIYT AT WA— T, &y w235
fem ofts o435 (explicit) I ¥ | 1347 Tuwy ( subject ) @
farq@ (predicate) &af @bl term @ , Stq] fex¥I5F term 7,

53>, “The table is not the obair’ supposes the speaker to have been playing
with the false notion that .it may have bern the chair’’—James Ibid,
Pp- 290-91.
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«%416 (I AT B | Asfaw Wity ( propositional form )
S @7 *{ RN TF I A, BT KF (AT conservative
AN S QLA | CTCIAT term(d Trw9-fAyy (subject-predicate)
fema g5 =13 v @a® afy Bowe-feg Awatass (subject
predicate copula )a% 7731y AT ¢ AwigNW 11 WA FEfe
WCSR-3I6T AN AP WiCg, FAS FUNAT ¥ technical 1FE
fefe®)q | (The Logic of Hegel, pp. 213-24.)

SIA4T CelNT IATeA, universal experience’ @ ‘practical
common sense’ LT AP IWLT WAINY w2IZE (FNS “Afrm |
( The Logic of Hegelp 214) 3% (3tarn ¢ fofq s, swey
( Identity ) (A WS CHIAI I (AT, T SE (7 LU ASF Wfonet
(identity with difference) |

f¥g & are srer-N1s ( Law of Identity ) g5 2i3tq g1 7 @3
AT G (T, WES AT wfere (identity) g fag % |
ST IFEE AAUZ ATIT AGT @ WAGA | @I AENFS @t
& (QATR APA WAFIS AT | B4 XA I IS BiA 7
WS ATSIF Y NI [P IFF A A S WAG, TS (RUAANY Tty
(self-contradiction) NS eratq B A | IFSA A7 @ ‘woripa’
feand e Rfea fFARegh (d 1 3% W aq @ wAg 2 aWLl
TS, BA AN AfS AFS 1 fFg AT 2FS AN wIIFF |
IWHANT G4 A Cral 19, SIwy IS Ay 3 ey
( feature ) We{L3T ¥ 7144 «WTE ¥ =P F I8! 7 (feature)
awry SATGY T | INAE A ¢ wATgY fex fox 43 cary e
fer fex wd| @32 w¥ @32 a3 238 (feature) Ma1e Mgy ¢
wtgy aft 4F® 3-facaty (self-cortradiction ) cral fye ) fom
w({ St g4 8 wAg4—James) “obtain in different respects”
et fqiee wIFY NS fyed, @ o NIT IRA : (W
fof atmred, oy ¥ 41, <fores wren 2% fdfe 39>

3532, ‘not to rest at mere daversity but to ascertain the inner unit, of all
existence, The Logic of Hegel, p. 219.



cRUA A e

32 (qtted nceR elrey Witk 4ox fAta® gaaty A <@ Wy R
arey fAfs 371 ars it aff e wivg w3 vew] &g 1°3°

@A 1 39T 32 39 Tearg o1 Aty (opposition) F3, 3
qtq 79ES (listinctness) 31 Wo13Y (otherness) | =45 WF ftaty
(opposition) T SARTA! gt I {fETS ©f AF T8 |

SN AT qRgaTe @it @I watAfaF s ¥
FAJFIN-NET gate (Fate A% @y @Mt Ty

5. SaE-f@H1 (Meteorological action) w3t =3ty @ipfes
WA (process ) SRRAIBIT I IRy ATw (Rl Wy IA
cgeta aaeed (The Logic of Hegel, p. 150) | f&% @3 ¢3iwa1 tﬁm
crel v a1 oy wimar 1 w3 fA% oy “oitw wizten” agfers
T4 (7, AT qATS A (§ 97¥ Ay Ay e Py g3
w34y, AT RS AT g &% “atw wHagren” M 7
( self-contradictory) | Figd, 4F% “<i® Wiagten’” @ “IT’’ aF@
fraata A3ty gul Pz 71 A3~y wR2A@ 1 wieg |

@A §IR @8 (T AW WEeIT Ty SRIX e ABIA
e =ity aF Afe7 | ofF% o1 AT 7w SR AT, Y WS
2 1Y WIZT6TT MIAFIA A g oL | @I S W T
Ot ST WoY WAy T &3 | Fs? fom Fiver @ fon wawy ¥
o7 gubi RFs w3Y 4TS il fprg | @At @3 e @ 3
Y AT @ *1Y wWiIzreyl @ b1 NS @i 4iF 187 'S ©y
AN S Atbs | IAR =W wAghen! 3-frateez (self-contra-
dictoriness) §31® TR oMty A1 &% A AEA IIAN AFEF
HIYT (AANY A @R RUINT YW @ISR ( fallacious ) |

2. HATWFS @ (TRIGIA: (s AAq, @3 w3Y BA
&S ghte w7 RS Wty Affrs gy 1> 98

539, “Comparison has a meaning only upon the hypothesis of an existing
«difference, and that on tho other hand, we can distinguish only on the
|hypothesis of oxisting similarity.”” The Logic of Hegel, p. 218.

338, “The extreme of one state or action suddenly shifting into its opposite’’
-«:«The Logic of Hegel, p. 130.

dye
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a3 51 AR BT (FATS “ftedl AT | warERe wwiF e
frotta ofn afsf@l gta (7 o “cusRisiY, WA ABIBIT (W
weFely T8 TS i3 |

agite (g fREA iy Sia3 4a3ife waee | ) fox ~on
A 7] OiF @3 INA A9 @3 A ‘a-fwiy q@w’ ferak
fite Faital ity | ‘sAwIC’ @R cxwisize® ( Anarchy and
Despotism ) @F% 3% 747 2 T SAIEIT| 7§ I C1WIvlA
@ s ANE Al ‘TAEFS WA 5AW  TUdrg wHaR iz
afefgrl fea =efEIeNF AT I3 RS WS A1z
‘rgibleE | @iitie 938 wid e W3 INA gB fifle wam
SR A1 AT o3 FF w0 GIT WA ®OA03T SR TR |

o W|IAW 8 (AFA] : @I AR, SIB/F wfAw e
7Y 932 37>« iAW S# s IfF 9 S gids
cern (vfF ) I FACST @2 YIRS (FINAT WS 7L
fatares qate |

MRS TYFIW (FP- 43 Sy WA A “why not take
heed to the meaning of what is sabd 7’ @it =7 seista
stfery ofn WRitd wiEs (qed) TR 932 NE A% IIALT (72
@3% A% (AT UV | AU SHIF 047 (5% WA 417 ({3
Zer 93 WA AF T AT AT Y QR AR ALY
g4 ER ! f3g 7R SE @, <% 935 NN i e
7% THIRY €2 IMET AAF | Bl A A 3T 2SR
TA% (5174 @A W | CBItd FUB] ITCAS §F WA | ANy«
fAe &9 w7 WA 1A (AAS & 0T | QIS (}I7, WATH 9
cenf (sitaz A3 f@nde g@ it & W Al FER
soF @I AT APH W 403 B g € WeRF ALY T
3 fea AT 6 SW 2F-93¥ QA TNA IT W | WIALHI ALY
wa Qa7 WA SLF WAW € T3 AT IATA A I XA |

.ve. ““The cxlremes of pain and pleasure pass into each other. Te

Loy of Hegl, p. 151,



R 1%

‘gtas’ ¢ ‘s AP 6 AF™T-RIN Awwl (wnEE A7, FiwR
YA AF~I-AAMNGT 9F@ MU W6 3 WS4 ceraons e
7i@e «F A BIA Al ORI 3 8 wiAw el wwg ey
AR | (T ANT FAF SAW Soga g TITg TUAR (AR 03I W w3
FIIA, @FT NI A G I 20y ofeely el (ARG wiEy
I 43 Ay gy A R B vy e ofdw wwefR
B T, AYA GRIY AN WR IAA (FT.IAS ANAA A1 | 9IR
ax TmA 9 33T, @I FINA 2GS I4T € IO IF QI WK
CRIBIATE (TR gl ava. wygls 2is IR S wilg
@3 TITF WA A T JY ONUTEA T €LY AN WA
gtal ¥ @ Fas fere? a%wy  utiz,  a@e
wtAws Sgd frdT 3 @ 99 I TR W AW 4
WAF ANAT (AS-ZNT AAT AT ST ANT @%F A% (W TS
wg7 RARYFers onn g Bty w3y Ffaw wify Rotfy waw
Attty wifie sty I afersiz et aai st 411 cenq gt
RAATAAT BT FANT RAAT WIIIA WA (IO (IT AT I@
AF | ST RN AFTSIANIR A1 50 AT

s CHRLATSA: @ditie Ay e wf® e ‘j'e
aI% AT 933 FNA €I B0 102

CRATHIIT B T Al ©fF ATeqAmitad Iig Afedi| @s%
3% WA AFFAT  ICE (k1 I A41F ( negative ) W wEY
Ffeg “{ted! A1 71T (positive) | W© 47, @AMTR S CFMAT {IR @B
8, gty ( self-contradiction ) ¢¥-o,8qtiee ww:2fag s
it | WANAS (RN I fAwem wiNie @ad Wi, ey
A BT WOFA (RRARIT | wdltde i A ww ¥ 55T
Forits mm| a3t wtd e 438 AR (T @IW 73 B @i |
aF: gty b fien ffegh (s adiae gib1 Rede Fw
(0T AGY IANA A GIIA (WACY | @A wreq-Nfey ( Law of

s29, “What 18 negative to tho debtor, 18 positive to the reditor.’— Tue
Lingac of Hegel, p. 222.
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Identity ) RN @37 FA1 wfeqy wayg w6 & s e
<3 fauaty NS (contradiction) g AtFre otz | «F
wd, @I W e INA 9T W ATF AN ¥ I A 7
Qg gy wreg-A1e3 ( Law of Identity ) wify! i fen fos
wid e aAfesrs grm— 43 107 @ =l 77 |

¢ AT oY @ ATWGIAT oW araz A4 AR Afsan
.Y puFI T AF @ ¥ (F AT WWF (G IS
A a1,

A-NY (WAS AFT (FIY 9B QAR R IfE e yRtw)
Qiftqe w3g 377 o8 ffen wid faws 31 wrare @R 9w7g (i
AT @IARAY NS oM A1l wAtrAe Ty e siaty
™ @PGE B FI0AR AT T 471 AT REwel g Al P

o IR @ FI: UM WS ‘FAe @I YR
AU | Fhaq WA W0 2R TY A W3AT @93 (anti-
thesis ) 1 331 @%bl iyl fgn g a1 3 wm Ak
S @35 W A/ DRI I3 DE [(TS; AN 37
A A AN AT MAWAT ol WP S0 Agn
ngtag ey Fale ARSI AT QR @€ AIEAT P& Pz
Wy AR IPT D WA AR/ 4RI R AfFsaNae
FCE 5 WIT ARG € T WD WAL IR AR OO

atitae ceuia wdfRTis Wbty @t fifeards b wiadies

39. ‘The way to the East is always a way to the West.” —The Logic of
Hegel, p. 222.
5, ‘The North Pole of the magnet cannot be without the South Pole and
vice versa”..-The Logic of Hegel, p. 222.
333, “Do nol contradict each other, for they obtain in different respects.’”
300, ““...Iife, ag life, involves the germ of death and that the finite being
'radically self-contradictory, involves its own self-suppression.”—The Logic of
Hegel, p, 148,
393, ecened “‘Mutability lies in the notion of existence and change is only,
the manifestation of what it.implicitly is. The living die, simpiy because as
1iviopg they bear in themselves the germ of death.”—The Logio of Hegel, p. 17¢.
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(conc:pt) a¥rew fifies (ma oftaAvty  FARA | WX A4
TP WA AR | FPd, NI 8 7T 7061 WALy 33 % (opposite)
39 ; AW Y] 4Ry WY (A WAtz sAfRw) @ ‘DR
© 93 FIA TS LT AT A, (AT Y TS Tte 4IF AW ‘AT
we AI A1 AT T @ Al Wy, A 937 AT I
©fige 7813 future possibilty) | @FHT ‘TP’ WfISR w3
a3 3% | 3% qaq— 3% (T 1208 ARy Afey vy wel, g 1S
3R AT s foruty, a9 TS A1 AT 43T Y A
Ry FRA € TP ATAA IS AT A1 R NI WY 4T
3% 737 @¥; W WA §P) AUNR, 4T WA (R | CQUIAT
fArmy Fdtre @% I WA DNFS gty 4T 2O RACR ‘germ
of death’ 3t 3713 A% 1 I AF WA 'IT7 ABRA’ @R I
ABRAL € ‘IZI 9F I ANLE A7, €IS A4 A1 92 CRLAS WA @
737 fon for 3 1 @ T 1311 WIS A QTS o4 03, g @3g wid
aF@ 1T AT A1l @7 @¥2 It faAMe w7 (opposite
category) ofd a5, ¢1¥FF A& WIF Yo7 I negate IT | &3
% o1 cwd7 ( distinct category = %S, ¥4 WY ATFT ALA WALIT
AF@ qIFY Iyl fGA A1 1 @A T8 (RATS At % 932 o6 e
(FIT6 amied ToTety weiq (‘lack of diritnction’) @3 el
ozt (confusion) | )

B3I AIA Rl coowenz @2 F @ wAifs Ay &t
o#tf4s g% | 9I5| metaphor-47 ¢A1z '3 wAR ITAR 5 OfF
wrn g1 for st ¢ fox wid ABI 2T ©F T @I IfAy 93}
s 9F@ AWL A A IAEA AR AT oF gy w3y IWAL
FI0EA (1 wUST AL-TIRR Arwe-REN gb ey «wxafE
weg qacg | Ul fafe I @ WA AW WS AT O { 9IT FH
@ WA AP LS AILI A1— 4FYN SIY 24T LW FIES ¥ NS A
“Fa” A ouF 87 WWE TS wwed 9 «F R
T3 S AW 1S WS @ g )

1. wi3-a8f IfE wer-A1Rex (Law of Identity ) Ims
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oSyl T s 43 @f fF (qey Wil AT (drF | GAIy
77 W@ 5Py A Aty dueaf ag-saaty 2% 3508 awea
AT AT ot slatg | @i I AT |ACE T, o s
Cr% a3% 37 ) I T 48 Aqd Ay o7 ww farem,
WY SFI T wsf (eatity) a0 o1 Fafad aurics At A1
T 19AL qBT 19T IOA WBY € WS B0H A AIS, WA AT 3T
o B 39 Qe AT | e AUTL wART WAl AT Wy
FFIT TR GIAMT @ 93T WL ABT Tl AUIAI (FI (AT

oL AT AFIASAT 5. sof-Nfe | Law of Identity )
1B M A, FTFIE shtar ((dentity) IWIVFE Al WA
QT (@ w9 offeir ey o7 T fAFi¥e| ‘contradiction) |
orsjaf 4776 33 Rwd fArmd wq33s 47 703 @ @@
FRAE 2rrIf 9% -fRaiyy (Self-contradiction) gfentq Rarg
(The Logic of Hegal Note 1 p. 143) | w53, & 3,5%. figa] 7,
ST &1 AICAR AT, AL, 43 Ao e @n! AR
FJ7'14% (Self-contradiction) Wl FEFTS | oA Afs, A¢fad
Ty, AR witIfs ) R ewmd s ares Wi
AN 3! @' 3g, cav A7 #T AwE Ui e e
@ a3 (A @l R{edw g3-73HeS ‘point of space) Wiy ¥
GR % 4T3 WA fies o ans w, Cagh o wa R
wWrg an (A%, @ PEAF’  “wige 9 Y-8 —~GFE AT @
AFT INA AR R RWA-IFS Ll @ A AT axl ANe
YR’ B39 @ Al drey ot Heorg AA AwE @ T wewy
WI (LI W @3 @ TS A7 e Wiy (3% ‘wig”
AFISS A AT AT A FH3e, Az® et @ w-
TS g @ Ay 0 oAy wA-FTLs SR w1 ‘Wi
LS fed cpaes At oz @ T wig A% Inwd ot
NS 2 95 YT 'NMTE 43 ‘A% a8 g% B | T2 (R LW (¥
BT 3T TNET A FANY 797 IS 432 @3 A0y ‘&’ @ A
a3 ¥ AN WA ( contradictory ) ¥ en wtey | @aita



ceeaT w8 3¢)

Ws§Nfe  Law of Identity ) ¥131 W% SIF t4i 33 WA ;
@I YT QLA contradiction-43 1 gic-a3 Ately WME A | «§
¢S] oo CTUANY AT I |

Y7 47 G R 9% (F AAMAS RUIAE {F 8 qRTRT g
FLq Wit (7% 4FF cotaratst ‘confusion) 31 feASts weta ( lack
of distinction ) (Croce) | ®rs§-11f® ( Law of Identity ) Ity
(Y 978 INA, 9F2 ey 9 93F ud (3] 37 AT~T-JEN Awy
fasgers otz 1 atefd 1% cFA @9F Revn g$ A @3
farss gta-Rrs witg, 934l 79y 77, w©q A% FEe P WAL
oz 1E, @Y AT WS ANF ANl A 77 (AN 4130, AR
A A AIT ALY 9FE THE “Sitg € (A% B & AW &L {iF
A el AT @zl 371 7 ATS Um @F! process @R
(8- 31! process M uf6® gre fFe5) ANT (A3, IT YW e (NG
#1358 gt-al a7 | #tAE Time' A7 78 A process 6T
st 1PY?

" A1 fFq-97 faesRd wFANT ATSIF process-a3F 513G W (factor)
qIILOY Brd | @3 AFA process-9d WAAIGANT wF | (AR BIAG
we—> T%9 3 Logic, wifs cw *4Ffee em, 2 (f4-A%
Q) ‘place relationship’ ; © fig7Av§ I direction; 8. FAAG
3! ‘time relationship® | :

ety LFars @t AfeNa azy g8neg &, *, @ o wWMF
DY 3 A7 Tace 5% 53¢ 5w 3 Time category-(F &I
Aty crevl gty | AZ0T FIEF A WHAs ymew fysty I AN
<13 3% #[3117 FIFLAN TW 8 TH point of space-a TS
@1 e a8 oty AT fATw ArerFf point of space-a3 Tofz
Rt e a1 @ 2o [a-fons eists o fFgdt amw
e | 1 IA-RALS point of time) AT/ ¥ FA-THLS Wity

9. Any process implies time and duration, is inseparable from and
unthinkable without the timne category "’—Sorokin, Sicial & Cultural
Dynamics, p 153.



343 crusiaE ¥

B3 o Fa-fare 1 aef o Ao fea) otz oham
FA-fACS (point of time) stgff AT FA-RFLS A3 Mg ! @
I3 A RS (ws @IF— I AtAF I FASAE ®IF— A
AR | FhER @I¥ FtA-faHre (point of time ) AB el
R Q% (8, 43I B3F 47 | I AFYA X IS T, Y
B a7 1788 zavst Aqf iy - A ong 1 fIw A
TS | FCHE ANT IFF 397 IR (T 93T S A (ANA
wWiTg A% (AF, WA F1A-WALF (time factor) 3G FF 9IB WITY
¢ SR FAterAI SRS 33 wate | Ag WA A% 3zcE
M8 A MR @GR I IS (R A ‘@Y A
SITNT 8 4L3T INLA A3 ( successively ) TGTg, AT AT 43I
I Wiy AN FAAWf® fa@ge! ( contradictoriness ) (CHTTAY
TNE | U AFINA ‘@My, T WIFCA PV I A
A fRFEgel (%5 IMF IWA! I EUWR O VAN | A&I
fates me fAsy e wifes faated A8 InE? @iers
EULAA AR NS 7 F1-379S 9qe WAty | Ay faum
FAME 9T AT /g ; WY AJIIANG, INFd 2INI QAR 7S
TRAFE 2fedl IS (53 FL30RA 1°°

AT AR RA qNI coAE Bfers azff wwq @Al @I
Ha-grs g, wAqE 1 Afer Afer AU <3 A 9P (FA
R30S 5L (olty, Q¥ 31 &F fA 1 @ 31 gl 2 ST
AT Wy, B4 Afe) AfEr A I3 € IYIMNI (A ‘RE € @3
3% 75| “SICE’ T4, W4T ‘AT @Il @ Ffes (implicicly)
Wb 5 =l A1 «I17 AW ( “possibility” ) AR I3 A3
TZUER 1 QUM AUFA A | A AT® oz B W i @
TeRd Af8 @ gAY A1 e HefS, TEW iy “aig”

399, Take as an illustration the motion of the heavenly bodies. At this
moment the plamet stands in this spot, but implicitly it is the possibility of
being in another spot; and that possibility of being otherwise th. planet
brings into existence by moving,”’— The Logic 0j Hegel, p. 150.



ceusaE N yee

wy % FUZ AT | AT AR 42 AfEIT Al A,
9% fGRA a1 7A9taA] (possibility) 8 2133 ®F (actuality)
waF AgA 1 q fea  (possibility) ©-8 #33  INA T
fretta atwd (actuality )1 At f@—"by moving” | 3a®
QTR 1A WINITRT TCSY AT 2 H AR | 4FIE AV “«Wieg
@32 (78’ ( “is here and is not here” )| @I Tefre (FNAL
Ao 777 LM AT QA AL | ‘ANE @92 AF avmew, &
QT q| QPR ANCT € A CRACS WA (3 qABI 7IF1T @ ey AN
2@sia (magic), & (logic) 77 i €3 @ YIG® W INITY |
@ gigrs 51 (ouE A1 FFY AV FNe farg I @AAAFT 13
(zero) 23 Wiy fAg A% | ‘SMg AR ‘AP-a3 Wy, F 4R q'Y
T (1 R Aty seacg whE FA wmigs e Aty 3R
CFOTI LA A @ 797 [ACarq e (A% w37 faugte qes RiTad
Rt B T AN e freas staees iR Feate B@Q S
,'m N l‘.\’>8

v ifewy (AF WI-43 FEW (78T (AT AN & (78I QWS
MF | I 3T ARISAT AT 3 g Arew 1 A AeaR
‘ffgada’ | a¥ ARs GAFLTT WS AN , > ¥ {4, 333 (thing) 13
5 (External motion) | @2t 43 37 59! I3 TG WA *F
317 Afada T TF | GWIF (F E9 A fAIBY A LR
AR6H wgws 6 Afifiw e (g @3 ez AfS, A NI
21g, ®17) &jifa AT (in relation to) &ltzd Al fAqsA 1 «®
I RS 2FS AN WOIFT ALY B APER AATBAT
A 2 -4 (33 ARS Wlog e A AT WS AR
( nherent change) | (F\tl-a%f 393 ( Thing ) c¥Ts2 A s
SRetg 172 WG T g, Al 17 FoweH wq-AmHg AR
a3t % St afae 2% JEred AlANRIAA AfIIE B | 189
wwifs 7 wRfiRs @8 AR af7 @A AR Wb Wk )

y03. That twenty logics of Hegel harnessed abreast cannot drive us
smoothly over.” W, James, p. 28,



45 = MY 7oA

&% Af33¥79 @31 process @32 (AX IR @AMAS L dT A HAD
oy 4tF2%, 94 . unit I J(HY 2 space relationship 31 FfA-
Aatt, o f§F lirection) Fta Meary (time) | AIISAT (7%
(direction) #tatfaa qtar 3Fw Fg AtAN FARA | AMIITSH
@A IACT AR, A T3ET 73 HIR 2® A7, 38 TS AN, *I8
ZUF AT, AR 8 WABT 32-8 50 AT (FIA| IV (LT @ TALA
37z wuN s A4RIET ' At Azd IS MU M 8 YHHI
(integration @ disintegration), 3f% 8 %3%¥ (growth 8 degenera-
tion), HUFGA 8 A4A{Zq contraction € expansion) |

CEUA T ACS AT A IFI2 4% IBAT WS AfFaEqe 33 faas
fatz faatds! { contradict ) FFR |1 IS A3~ N W39
7Y 70r+-47 { Self contradiction ) g#rs @3 4 wrds wrey-
MNe (Law of Identity ) 941 2ulq %3 | #tfAfR@iCay woi s
@F51RIR (AN AT | 43 AT GFET AT U | YF ARY
FTFEYE @AIT A, 9% FAST YRAre I wARWS AN
FHTLE A7 2MMq (NF AR0IT 77 TR COI0T oofeT VST W 1 WA
FCAT ACS! CRLeE NA LTI WeaZ Pty FaR AA (*tA3fazg wys
g% | @8 %98 33 Ma? fz ATl fjid amim Afatead |
‘-8 (ST FET 8T (10T AR 432 AN (A s Ftaafaz W3-
37 0w Ay A7 3 2w 20T [WE | AW AL AN T
(@ 4337 W I (T AT (oA, aIRT N7 Af3Fq (7% qta® =7 (A%,
F1aq AT NAF A7IS, (o7 @ A U5 g ! 9¥HF IS
8= =torets A I 5 Al @3 @ U6 I BLA (¥ AU
WA A AR A wtar wIfLE AN (R I R agdte
B3 1 3T g% ARafes xta-al (37 ©is ShF WA “ata’ 34,
®F (ALF A WA I A1 SR IR @ (Y, ARG AQqe I
@F51 wrev | indentity ) IWHT LAY ; NP SHAHY IATS (LA, INTTT
‘i 393 whe. AT @ AR Ay q@f wrged
ToR | FET 4% N (AT I WAFT AT A7 Qv B3, @l
g Wl 3T (AR WHFT GHA¥ W, 9FATS AN AW @il



oM vy see

LA AR (8 I 2-FeFte 31 self-contradiction-97 wt&wATIt
aatd, F13a Iy Fee 35 @ ‘v 3w que” b 4 wHE
aFy Af%r 1 Fhewd @At WSR-S [ Law of Identity ) fiw
T TR 472 7T @ [aves |

@ (TN R AUES (9B WAty wiAfed Atbre @3 iR
@TF M WA T AR SRRt qiree dfes @ |
“aAET- 3T WS wlb A oy, ¢ 7 3z wrdfaE st @ Twd W@
gLag | ¢33 ITRA AFIET T AR fAeea {7 A AT WP
CFIA IR AP (FT I AACRA  ATTISAT (MWL IWR
SN A9 A% A 8 WHW, 447 8 W@ He e
A8, W67 8 5¥ 1 — @3 YA ATY! LA AMONT B (WF WA
Ftavta o4l 2oy, f37s 2w Bdeg | ofE wifs 8 Ruwte (T aw
fRracg Atq1 wd7 @ x93t 1 wiwa) $IFDHT { metaphysics ) ItcET
gFa a1, Py WA AfHFs Nfesfas farm =matsal 33
AFFT e (qF AT ARISA-wg wesg Afes (Law of
Identity ) f4314 CFUS coftated | wixal A® 7 AT AR
®T fAAT4 FTT 9T SIS (AN T (T AfIqET-w WY WA
3ifis gy, A3fas © owifas g7 |

¢ P! 37 749 Af3afes 5re s, w9q A7 Af3Rraz wq
oA 9351 rH, SN fofe A97 +4F38y 3¢ ffuas &
IR | (7% e fefebid 1P 137 @ @ w¥ | TYEd R
ffena, 7 550 357 AMts, sowd giw *fFadq Ags wtay
A Afe g ® 330 YESt7 798 Wi | AEIF IF I AN
@ IS WA A FTF 9 e'ements I 461 @ (I3 A3
I{A Aoy | AT FITF I (K IRCA g TG NI ISI N WAy
LA 1 3, w37 Aiwa A7 3 3@ AfFafos aee, e FeFed
fitw (aspect ) 331 arn qraty | 3w (A% AAf3zsq qeatfq 29N
e Yl 27 7 qles 7ty o8 33T fBars sy we A fF;may
6% 3 T A WA O IA WS AT | W AL IR
{aspect’ (FIeA] T¥ LA qMq, BAT 6% 3T W 4FT IW QI Y,



Y CRLAMT 747

T W I AT % qewd e sewe fiy A G
(element ) f33€x <B qtern Afasta aula ARerFty Ta0A A
&l &7 1, w3wd I 2w Al v oL 798 s rey ; Wik
WRFA WOIFT A W2 7 FSFR YA ARIE wCAE 9
FoFf At 7ab A Tafos &y 121 wg tany I s @
@ 13T I At ey YET IR AMoR 9 CHA AT W
4313 33l 7%

TR AR R AT €T AT TR (self contradiction )
AT NI T @tate (AR 1 ARISHT WA i s
‘PR 39 @ (R I AT (tself & not itself) «? IR |
(WS AT | ey @F¥) (xqrota q@ ( fallacious ) 1 AFafes-
W@WEF T A0 o 39R wg”, wa wtRAl FOFS oo CIRTE]
F 9T I @ 9 AfIET o3 A, sy B ool
A @A 5L 11 72 AT Wity 1wt Wity 1 3% 134 30 “aah
¥ 7B A AR,” T Wi wg FeEH fiw (U &Y 0
WF  efef 4o 2, o3 iy ¢f 4 e Box
TR T &0 391 517 @ 73 wh syEm aEh "2 FEE
MREAT wA, ™ 7w ez aqh ity I8y wicg, .
A W ff3 sl AiE ork a9l wicrarn aah a3 | Itcag @
‘IR 19 ¢ Wh 9w (A% 19l axs @ 7L 3
A WY IR Wl @I 43 ONE UG A (3feR W 6.
ffes o4 31 o 7ww @3 wwte | TF 9w WA @38 Gow @q
AF 94 TNF A Rwstds i 187 P wad @A fIzgwiy
( contradiction ) 788 ReAq Wtz 751 57w ¢

Af336atF 3% 413 % ‘Becoming’, @2 HAWT 3% 3f7 ‘Being’,
UL ST B2 (8 AFA AGI8T Ay 27 cterA qqacy 4 A
Being | Being~¥ wtgl Becoming ®atwq 3y IS z13 fiwiy )
49 Being 31 A A8, wiq Stz *fFasq ( change ) 3711 5¢e 71,
B I @B A Wty 39 T wigsg IR
R A Jac w3, o3 3% AT o o LE SRR £ T



cxUt i ey

forms #ete Afown arate | ¥ Af3os g otz sy oy A1 7%
(identity ) 3wty qtety cateatfast | Sorokin ) UALEA :

T i AN Affafes qomd e4q 395af7 fiza (aspest ) $ta
w7 gtk 9 ISl WA @ 71 Foeld i fefd
WINPT A WiRd 9 ITFAACT WAY IFA KA | IR
“aited’ @2 @3 o7 bl fawn Wiy @F% oo 8 fir s A=
st 711 fon fon fjea (aspect ), @¥ g1 s wtay s > ¢
I @A Il Tfeare (AR @7 oterwr A weeF-NfS (Law
of Indentity ) @ittq «tbre, cgiy N F3 1 oMtfax
( Sorokin ) =8 3tz 3frcae :

“This reconciliation of permanent sameness with change
is not the illogical matter that it seems. It is based on the
fact that if the unit of change A consist of element a, b, ¢,
together with other elements which are not essential—now m
now n, now f now I or some combination of these, A, as an
integration of the elements a, b, c¢ can remain constant and
at-the same time be in a process of change with reference to
m, n,', f, k, 1. or their combination; and thus A may change
without losing its identity”’. Sorokin: Social & Cultural
Dynamics, p 154-55,

T AR TRT W0 €T A RA WG i w37 B35 @ =
@AZ 1 FAT 7R, WPfS, APS RE WAt A g | I%

»o1, “That which changes presorves its identity (its Being) that it remains
the‘same’ through out the proce:s it goes through, that in brief, it remains un-
changed to the extent of preserving its identity. When we say, ‘Mr. J. B. Smith
has changed daring the last 15 years’---we assert that these subjccts have been
changed but at the same timc we believe that inspite of change, we are still
dealing with Mr, J. B, Smith & not with Mr. A, B. Jhonson.:--Inspite of
change thess units preserved their identity, remained in the domain of Being.
Otherwise, we cannot contend tHat there was any change in these units,
because if these wore not the same subject in each case then there would have
been no change but just two or more subjects quite different from the very
beginning” Sorokin, Sicia! & Cultural Dynamics ; pp. 154-56.
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739 39k, LA IR WA FIT @32 AL+ ] AT NI W, wAF
AFAWI MG T NAW IWwREFT A[IS A8 A I Wn,
W AT AN ABRE (A 1 W7 T @7 FoFSfq @4 31 ¢f witg
gl Witata A8 foM 94 NI a8 IS WHR ! AT @43 FX
4% caUs crate I IR 91T Wy | 3% woig T w3 9
§U83 (7% C4UF CFU0A ofl T .8 AT AFIIST 200k, W AN
3% coWf A% AR AT WAF AR | @I 3T FEF AT Qe
sq (1% AP AR Wiy @ WY IR faray wge g
AN AT AT INTE QA @A IR (WG A, Ii9e
faraly A contradiction @it f3fea 3 (qta IStm ( “obtains
in different respects”—W. James ) @3% @4 77§ 1% ‘5 € &7,
g%-% A 5% wra¥ Aty ( contradiction ) Wit 371 (¥® ! 7A
A 8 AIAVE E I IFA (MR, A I WY (A, 31TF
A4fRars fon ufey 85q qiag | oW (A%, Witk WIINWE Weiy, =3
AFTA @IF | O ARRSAT FHAT ANA 77 A1 |

ANl §R g (il 391 wER (T AR CHUET (IR
WIS IFA T IR | WA T W A IR AT W5 N3 I
41778, F13q W31 T IR fEF g’ 37 W wvaz
contradiction (AR | A8 (AT 9IZ FAY (F8A AT K
A (I A0 FATT oA (1T AR >0y A I o (e s,
©q O? “IA” 3 (A 7 ufF AW FTIT ST WYt IA0CE %9,
WA CRITYFAT WA A AIS 7T INA §LF ;M7 A Awly
w4y 69 308 oty TS I &@F AT IT B | el AR
el T ¥, 8 WA cFrRafars (3231 wF faaey ) gtw enparg
AR AN— AT AT FE AT W N @Ay T o o
S FA— AR WY ) @A 4R W AN AN Wieg @ atw
B" i A7 | [ea fea ffF (¥ (aspect ) “Ity” @ “gy g
gl WAyl Al W | @I 7F LT A7)

Fteag #re)® TRy U AN 9F-93f FfCqieeg (self-con-
tradiction ) {f%, @341 fqerg fFar|  writeg®rs wq @ 571y



RUIAY ¥ 1€

AT S T3 T AT 9IZ ¥ NN 8 AN 1 3w ANt facuag
FAAR @ 1F €A T T 4 AN KT BIgD (4 (v
Y17 12415 @ Wge (HITd AT |

eei3ft IBE GNre  2-fagtyy  ( self-contradiction ) 7'7|
s, @F! (FIAT IICAT YT BLF A1 (R0AA (A 4-790% 233
of3ME F(AGA (3% GF A9 @A T &I gy
( metaphor ) ¢tz $ltF (NI IAARA | S(3T FA U IFA-TNI
BACSS W A3, ST AfaF € UTIT FATS (13 I (Bl @we1gd
a1 eI FFAF A fii I e g
ALY we Ay 1 7 S A QAN ( metaphor ) §A-c53y
197 AT AT JLI, @FA ®NA I3 AT wtFemiay
( mental excess | FFA% SIAS (AR |

C(oftes @I A WMIFT ARYT IWRT @, A0 ag
s tra ey sifas a1 303 17

#%a 3338 T3 fA3t) #f& (contradiction Iy cAoy Ay,
@3 37 A8 1 AT (WF WA 5 iy IFA Wiew, ©Aw 157
Ty Qs 4o %fe a1 faga 4@ (antithesis Zets siatrg ¥
@FY A8 AT @ WA | MG (4IF MAT-TA §a B 27
CoUNTAR W | T3 ®1f A e 3039 fowir g fant) 47
(contradiction® ITALE, @I (F IR FAI | (G5 ©F QA% :
( fofy wfomy 331 (oA, o7 W7 138 faz (R #7537 "o tithe is)
®ry gy A1l wda cama wedq faead T oAy, ceam fege
Sgac ey fReifist sta 1,51

& A" (F WATSA] ELILT ST (7 (14, (2 1 sid fasddesy
433 w§7%)fey ( Interpenetration of opposites ) TFA F(IE g
7 e woired WA AN A2 vl Wi I Loy

v, -Only we must not allow onrselves to be musled by o mwcsphion™,

(Ch. IV)
99, v «the antithesis does not atwse in the bosom of the degice that- has
- been surpassed.  As philoscphy does not contiadict itself as plalosopiy so

art does 1ot contradict itself us art.”  (Ch LV)
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( Formal Logic ) 3afeauata 87 wizay 33 ety @€ fInfy-
Nfetd (contradiction) ertd IS csrfgmar| o f$H
stentF ( Identity ) IS (5iatea fawwel ( contradiction ) @3t
fagwotty ( contradiction ) faice cstatgsr wwey ( Identity )
frear 1 Sty gt 1@ fofel zar @ wg 1o

wrof- A1 (Law of Identity ) @ faraty Nfe7 (Law of
Contradiction ) @fs cgia 7 fIGA ¢ =& ICARA 74 |
w5 (FiAte @i fE A qRE o 7 2T Fea wer-N e ( Law
of Identity ) ¥f® &rs “itta | 17 734 3 @ 727 $7 A4t
(metaphor ) eNfey w1 wa fAtatgl o AeEAR Sty @®
oftaiate 2R | afgres o8 Nfewal 91 NIR I3 el 53
T AT ABIQI A | C(RONTAT A, FI93 (xR @ fpeet et wim
a3l (RS T Mc Taggirt-8 33Cs (L3 (AT 613t (BB
FCICRA | [ AT, (RUIT AFSATT A FFT NfGHANT 9T 17
FIA A1 FIRY, @ N SANF Bfory i AT AF %77 @
fostaaNeeg A3 2sde? Sfowr fire a1 esta) wim foare
AT (NfAF %@ | 3wty ( contradiction ) #%t§ Mc Taggart
LS B ¢ czuta faaty-MNferzs ( Law of Contradiction ) #%q
@R WD I 1 (gt 33 AR ( contradiction ) 3§
FICSE TR T 1RCACRA, I1FY (FANA A3~ig fqaty ( contradiction )
wfextq z@ 3297 A ( synthesis) A1 TS &3, AN Fow
(error ) 51 KAIZ T QNI | (AR wiwife 374338 A Nafefae
fytates (unresolved contradiction ) fAFt® 1 A3~RTINY FLbT
e Gl WAT ceutdl 7289 114 I Mf%RF ( synthesis ) ety
@ &ty frraced | A FEfee ( synthesis ) etfg faty =g @@
ag fafs (thesis) @ #fefgfea (antithesis) R[usty coxq
Taree T BITS A A1 AFR ( synthesis ) 797 ; aAfefys
(anti-thesis ) @ fg<63 ( thesis) fqtate 7] g 372 WAy, qF

so», “The principle of the contradictoriness of identity & the identity of
contradiction is the essence of the Hegelian system.”’—James, p. 2/7



&I 9 sey

AMITF |IALR I kA AW SO Wyt BriAts” ( Mc Taggart )
&% IIA¢ YN I3 1A (7 wiFFF IfTa7 ( Formal logic )’
NfeWANT FAA ANI1R IRA | O FANS GRIRA | (RNAS
fe: faaty it Ry 39y or 3 Ay, o farsee fas®
T Fy 200

Ste WS FWH CﬂCQQ facatqra ( contradiction ) =W <e@wy W
T qfers { synihosis | s amed R, o @y faates
( cqntmdiction) AFWE TN RNT AqeArgd, avs-fe T
B -ag st SRNAIHI At wNFT T 309 ©'0FE Fofe
Iy qrfocm @ty 282

IEs wsf3s Itws ( Formal Logic ) (NfEHE Nfets w1313
FN O (A FY, N SIRT SoLAR W ACTRA | I3, ©f A1

soa, "It is sometimes supposed that the Hegelian logic rests on a defiance
of the law of contradiction. That law says that whatover is A can nover at
the sarne time be Not-A. But the Iralectic asserts that,when A 18 any category,
sxcept the Absolute Idea, whatever is A may and 1indeed must be, Not-A also

Now if the law of contradiction is rejected, argument becomes impossible: -+
Dut 1f weare to regard tho simultaneons assertion of two ocontradictorics,
not a3 a mark of erior, but as an indication of truth, we shall find it
impossible to disprove any proposition at all. Nothing however can ever
claim to be considered as true, which could never be 1efuted, oven if 1t were
talge

And indeed it is impossible, so Hegel himself has pointed out to us;, cven
to assort anything without involving the law of contiadiction for every
positive assertion has meaning ounly 1 so fur as it 1s defined & therefore
negative. 1f the statement “all men are moital ’ for example, did nos
cxclude the statement “some men are nmuortal’’, 1t woald be meaningless,
And it only excludes 1t by virtuo of the law of contradiction. Iy then the
dialectic rejecled the law of contradaction it would reduce atself to an absurdaty,
by rendering all argument and even all assertiom, mecnangless.”’—>Me Taggart
Art 8.

€«

e, “Contradiction 1s not the end of the matter bat caucels itself”—
Hegel : Trgic . Sec 119. 93 {03 TuIS T 43 (HITA FjT4 BUsts” AL °
“fhe Dialectic however does not reject that law, An uniczolved contradic-
tion 18, for {legel, as for evoryone else, sign of errer,”"—NMe Taggart At 8.
T8y, “In fact, so far is tho Ialectie from denying the law of coutradie¢-
tion that it 13 especially based on 1t,”’-—Mec Taggart Art 8.

DD
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wn cgm wimifre faates (unreconciled contradiction
W tars 3mee va 120

Qrff I W BIAD ceorenE dtstaty oo IwoE | Fow o
b fete fAada @ w9sw | Ft3q teviee fTaty (contradiction)
AT TSNS 9 BfE WE B 93t (TN MWL wIFH cIMUS
@¥) wrey-Nfey (Law of Identity ) esg cgtomy  =tawy
wfNTe WA @3 FitA #39 798 AN (self-contradictory)
@3 fimag ohty fofdq Mot 2am swea 1 3 sriasfs
Aferay 1A% € T, 1§ Sitz =t=ifas gfefiwiz (Formal Logic)
e O 87 73 Fa ¥1Y 3911 231 “Everything is opposice”
( Logic of Hegel, p. 223), sAva #91® “a concrete umity of
opposed Determinations® ( Logc of Hegel p 100) Zwif§
Iy T wfs s © wiel @uimz wer Nfe ( Law
of Identity ) #%(§ ©F WCAGA IF  BriwB @z Iames
A7 &afq I3 | W I Weg | A€ ( contradicrion )
gifels (WS AARA X1 @ F AT T ] (Y CBINA
Retas e Wl IEA @i DI IART (T WIA
47 Ary Owey  @¥Y| ( “Loftier Craving”—Logic of Hegel,
p. 13: Art 11) o eottd =3-fquarfiety ( self-contradiction )
T8 WS frem q11 gt wiSrfaiaty  ( self-inconsistency
or self-contradiction ) IBTR AINA ATSI? WA 4tIrS =47
q A WACSII Few . 5wl 3 WAq€ wrmpram  fedawd
ATRF AT A RN T AT wAA-TE . wtwce
TAAfe FAta| wfcatyed ( sclf-inconsistency ) AF IS “iita
a1 I, At 31 wnfe (Inconsistency ) IFT foanes
A 3, Y4 I | OTS A THFN w18 ¢, i ARy ey

»83. “But why should we not find an unreconciled contradiction &
acquiesce in it without going further, except for the law that two cotradickery
propositions about the same subject are a sign of error ?”—Mo Taggart..
Art. 8.




oo ey e

inconsistency ) fien T Error 3t faste aé F0q- 8K b~
WANe oF ST DT WIT 9 el T wad ( '10£uzr
craving” ) T[A AT FARA| @ IPF AT'e T W
«if$ | 4 wistRs yfefawre ( Formal Logic) «F wwcel:
wart fafeas swte | .

fow wmsfs @ fataty ( Inconsistency ) fwyl @32 ooy a6 -
¥R ATTTRANALS 0 | @] AF 39, T WRATE? wrez A"
AW CITEIT I @ AFA 37 3 781E 7 wAfeAw (Inconsistent) ¥
@ ¥ T A WAyl e ferde 3wt 1 qdatn Foff AEDe -
% an?iz o8 F T wabrs B gerl ezt wEfEm ).
@n ¥ FARA | QNAT W& SIed 73 ]_F 7Ty
('self-contradicrory ) @31 futfqs gy f | pis Brists <eehw
COLATRA, WeY Ui wmAfeF ( [nconsistency ) 364 wzaLs
AT x5 7y fefq stepRiferae ( Law of [dentity ) afras ¢
f¥% ceta71 ca fatates ( Inconsistency ) idolise (7 Wity BT
o ¢ gg oifqs fefe a fadird sracga, o 3eift s Bl
¥ ff@ 9 afor oltgd | SRS TS 2 iva WoF-Ns (Lav of
Identity ) 1tAa 4 A% fatattez  contradiction ) 9w g o
o3t feted w@ WA @R IF 5jNE-e3 o 5 mge
QRUITR BNt Nfeq 45317 o4 (72 |

(58 (R 97 AT RUNPLF BT g M (58 Sg= )
@5e We ARl wiffar  wer-AIfets (Law of ldentity )
WAF FAS NI, 4 QFUAE W8T | I Sigey oo} By
FME SMAAN N CFILA 337 747 (&1 FIL Vo ol wrey-Nfars
QA AT © wHyd FICS WA I} (FIE AATRA: 3§ 54 3%
I AW AW foFs WO WGTS Q'S A ; 3y 2wers 3w
9P I BT @ WeR-T@ (itself @ not-itself ) g iz,
W AN wRe (S s My 1) e “wre)” g3 v
M2 150 e @08 ¢l QUIAT 7 TIR WINT O AT &R aow

>89, Hegel does not deny the principle of identity, for otherwisc he



PN Ut Pl

Rt Sk i s A q1 1 FNTWT (FHGT WS (VA 4T
s "q'l IS AMIA A1 W5 (FNUE &F Wiy fqead et
ePEIy WAl 4TS @ Wi wATT 9 whe T HialRA |
ceriitar wen ( ‘Distinct’) & e (opposite’) faeg stewstta
F3 Y (TS VTS S WLAlpA] I3RS @i w7 dfeqy
RYEA |
© % @te, Wil ctAn ST € WATGATE Adad FAUS 1w Cu,
@t Ssr-qierd ( Law of Lientitly ! q3t33 w317 @ =t w3
I FATEA | WY WF ol Al Ae) Seek-NferE Wt
T Eg G0 wd wivgl 3N %R (9% S grA gy Rt
@1 ( contradiction ) AN BN IIX A7 © WA GO
“ehaafiory fudex frg waf#d Atsa 3y wivigs we, W3
X+ SIGA CWAMT SfaiaIBd w3 wioia Ayt wefeee
{ Relativity ) W% @a2 (2o 3 Negition-(F®F fary w3193
|3l ( Relativity ) &its =513 IR, o7 fofe @
7z I

A7 7433 Wty =4 ( “All determination is negition” )
wdly attd @y =wp, @UIa aas 3 afEre (@ @ IwR
@ TAE A54 IO AT WST-AferF ( Law of Identity )
WPty I | BT (qNA (AT WCSE-{1eF (contradic-
tion ) @8 w73% JRIRA | ¥eT ( negition ) M (ZINA 3Te
wig-4aq ( self-negition or sclf-contradicrion ) @y @¥ i
Y wlad (e iRl sfitey adu S Atew w3 IS
Q% A7 G4 AN 20 | &3 AfF 201 FACS A WA w3, —"a
o a2 A1 g4 i @51 9fEYAT A affirmative 37 A3 F@T
4% @3% w7 3T wIed Wi AAfYAF I negative SFTe
FAIBN (A, QI A qE A3 17 gft Bied @I favez ain
A TAlE | FIER o Bf@3R subject A WY’ @Y |

would have been obliged to admit that his logical theory was at once true &
not true--" ' ‘ '



AN i | e

@3 predicate 31 “fes” B WF WA A g
Asf3@ 3!l contradiction 1 facaty ¥ 1 fow eua Wy
{Law of Identity) Witaa 11 {7 313w ¢ “@fF @3 atx ABe aq
Fee 117 Jtis this glis- and not this gliss a- the same, tire) 3
@-catq 87 A ast (Determingion) 9% 9458 30 farg AsA e
( negation ) zTS ALy, ©2a arer-{183 (Lav of Llenur.)
g AP T A, G (T ANIIT FAL FNAD AT WIS
s “a'l detor nination is n gution” @B Q)93 499 FIA RRE-
Aiers ( Law of denti-y )e0'3:3 33 579 /1 88
BEFAYN (FAH KA 2 AIA ATF WATIQ AL3, % . woEe

w7 317 FIIMT Axfo7 o Fox =g of

. Bfas g2cs fR@r (Contrad ciion) witg—fF7 o fqwatyst
TAEN A or TS Foa for o el cuna, foa fea gR farg

y88.  ““The use of the muxim ALl deter mimation is negation’ is tho fullest
and mnst fullblown applr ation of the melhod of tefusing to distiagash

The word negation” taxen simpliciter, 139 treated ay af it covered wu
ivdefinite number of secandums, enlmmating in the very populer o of
self-nngation, whenee finallv the concnsion 1 drawa that assertion: are
universally self-rontradi tory

When I meagnre ont a piut, say of mulk, an 1 so determine it, nhat do §
do? T virkully make two assertions regarding it (g W ‘18" thus pant, (1) it
13 nob those other gallons. One of these 15 an affirmation, the other a
uwegation. Both haie u com'non subect, but the predicates bring mutually
exclusive, the twh assortions Lie boside earh other i endless peace

I may with propricty be saul to make assertions more romote stl, —
aagertions of whih those other gallons arc the subject.  As 1t is not thev, se
aro they not the pint which 1t 5. Tae determination ‘this 15 the pint’ carries
with it the nogatton—‘those are not the pmts”. Here wa have the same
predicate but the subjects are exclustve of ca :h other, so thare is azain endlesa
poa.co.

" In' both thewe conple. of propositions, negation and afumation are
secundum alind : “this is A", “this is not not-A"".

Tnas kang of negation wniHlred wn deternanation canmot possbly be wiak
He .1 wants for ks purpwes.  Tue table w not tue chawr, the firrplace s mot
the cup-brard— these are liicral expressyins of the law of wdentdy & confradic~
tion, those pranciples of tue abstracting £ separating snderstanding for w'iich
Hegel has so sovereagn a contempt, and wiach his Ingicws meant fo supnrsede,”™
~—W.Iames, Ihid,



e v w1

oren featy (contradiction) 3 #feers va) awg wrde
A¥cs Ruaty @ adhd | BN capre whAtoR Yo AR
WUCHT &AE | (TN SR T 7 farsy srer-F1fers ( Iden-
tity ) WFR IR AR wWEF-Nferre o ey o7 Aoy
AT IR AT

sy fedy A€a? faraty  ( Contradiction 3 negation )
wIIeS IATR, AFY (AN ATGIT 5I7 I | NI AL
fatyrms (‘All determina“ion is negation’ ) €¥¢1 AfGF PIN
WA A I, I @ ANfs wrep-Nfea ( Identity ) Ay
€®A (SIA1 ABA  ( determination ) @S AifTYAT, a3
Wt P HICST 797 3157 (determination) A&w 8 77 Ftf3-
‘259, A% WAEF € wIwT BT wnAe Wt cvlRafy
@ NS g IRAT i ( category ) Witk :  aFh fArAMy T vaq
€ megation ) @k f{@)afs erey (Distinction) @32 AT ZBTTT Y
CEUt ST SIE Aacsiay ICARA | A IvAR fAFterwE ( “All
determination is negition” )— @338 7% W% WG Whry
A3 4% 31 949 39fg “This pint of mitk " w4q t30NA
AT {33W Aty cpaead 1 Sy w0 @ faeay A1&G ( pine ) qcss
s 757 13503 ( pint ) {41 ( negate ) 30k | fFs Wz A7
- @qN negation 31 (AN {T#RS! (A% 1 @AM ¢ I A distinctness
-fg, 3194 9% oAy HE5 (pint ) HwCSy A3 B (A distince
AN 74S q other {FE (AR 1213, «¥ &P ( pint ) wFP HHEE
{ pint 13 faatfi® ¥ a7 ( contradict, Y, negate ) FARK |
4% a3ty (negation ) YWY @IS ASy AfS)  (Fiete ca¥
O] AACEA, FHAF WWST Wx (Jarq wre 0y, e AW
WS AR @ AP k. S @ AU} AT [Wetfiw
{ megite ) $ACE, 9T WFINI wigefy iU Biars HiEh
{pint ) e AT 390 :

“Assuredly if you had been hearing of a land flowing
vwith milk and honey, and gone there with un'imited
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expectations of the rivers the milk would fill ; and if you
found there was but this single pint in the whole country,—
the determination of the pint would exclude another deter-
mination which your mind had previously made of the milk,
There would be a real conflict in the victory of one side.
‘The rivers would be negated by the single pint being affir-
med ; and as rivers and pint are affirmed of the same milk
( first as supposed and then as found ) the contradiction
‘would be complete.

But it is a coatradiction that can never, by any chance,
occur in real nature or being. It can only occur between a
f.lse representation of a being and the true idea of the being
when actually cognised The first got into a place where
it had no rights, and had to be ousted. But in return natural
things do not get into one another’s logical places.”” ( Pp.
257-89 )

AIAM FA WP 4F A FACF 497 ( negate ) IR A1 SR
+4F AT NS 2T W S 33 ceF 44T ( distinet
71 other ) fF® AN ( opposice ) A7) I AN % ain
g7 whg ShF W WY %9 a¥ At o ¥4 30 77, =g Ry
B AP B I IMEA ¢

“Do the horse-cars jingling outside negate me writing in
‘this room ? Do I, reader, negate youy Of course, if I say,
“Reader, we are two therefore I am two,”” I, negite you, for,
1 am actually thrusting a pirt into the seat of the whole.
The orthodox logic expresses, the fallacy by saying the “we”
is taken by ine distributively instead of collectively, but as
long as I dont make this blunder and am content with my
part, we all are safe.”” ( p.287 89 )

el atow Mc Taggart-a (581 QS (UAAT AfERFT @ty
w4 F ( contradiction) BTl =48I 1 IR wAfUHT oA
weg-AferF  (Identity ) NIty II; Sty wAfAT g
ME gomed | 1A (self-contradiction ) Sty aAfarIT



yer BTN §a

Al oR 97 AfgE SfF Ad@ AIIA (FATS. CTTRA | @
eate? ( contradiction ) @9 WS 4978 { negation ) ICF | (VLA
‘33, catta fAqdq, cAMAT ded { negation ) cAANTAR AW |
497 (negitibn) 431 fiegs RUIANTA 51 3R cAwTes |
&7 (7 w5t oAy e WAy wd-23f5E7 ) A LA, S
¥aq (negition) g¥ HITIAIR A% IFCAICIT WA | $iIq AF
A3FSIT 43 -CEHAe (AT gAX CoAA @7 7, FA ¢ 4 ARady
SR §2T2 We fAb@ 5L &% qudiq 4sd { nogation ) 33l
) o @ Sfars 1T (581 I AT | ‘

> f@wa @ fagy (Negation ): =twm fagty (contras
diction ) ¥90% =ICASA! FAS T (@AY I AAT (-7 AR
fRa%a ( negatin) Aws ka1 AT T fte-we g
fa@* ( negation ) 3ZMS (AF-71 = vl 9@ @1 It ¥
@%@ ity fate-ey ¢ fIaud-eg @I 3z AT A
¥ T, VAl WP IFF 8 waAF Fgel Iwy @, confd
faqt4e ( ncgate) %A% ! @3B 571 ( phenomenon ) &fF
T SAiY ¥iog, I WX 31 faFMe 21 @Aq A4y 3%
TN IS 2T, A Ik @3 A ( negate ) 3Ty |
FAEFR WIYF &AF =1 FAA ©IF WA NI ST WS 9B
AR A (WA [T, SR A AR AT NI AN I W
®L3 SAtIE WiAS[31 confa sRMTRIF e T ©3 AR
Tt s 1 @ AwF 511 A (ngite ) IR @2 BRANT A
fIA (negite) Facz 1 NG EA3 AFT FIYT ¢ A% A fey
A Wfg {3444  negation )1 &% 39 767 ARG fAeag
(negatiun ) =35 1% 8 #AIA 541 8 AT ¥9 fI*q @
SIETASBRT 17 cAIMIZ WACR 94T ( negation V1 (gl
TS, Sy TAFhay fearatia (e faquas Bgg |°°7

s8¢, “---The result that ensues from it« ( dialecti’s ) action 1s prosented
as a negation.” ( Logie, p. 197, Art 81)



RO vl Te3

0T fGury gm @%@, PdEy A4l e @A sttt
AAtey AfIaford faquq @ @A 1 e 3. @A oot oy,
A RaMa (nega-ion ) w3z stedf 3 «twiz 48 faras
QA Af33SALF A IS WA A0 wg2 A {wtAt™ | ‘comple-
tion’ ), f&%q ( negation ) q9 1 Nulzd @7 FW, IY I, ©Q
Sttty @M, 93 55 471 AW @A wI oA, o7 AT
WAWY T (1B A (WP ANRT APA I8 WAZA A ASHT |
My At W, dewy wwD) [QRS L i fueia R H
foa g AR A ot € T etid Qewr Al w Iy
fagts afexts ¢t sgmeg staeiitg 1 cwafq statsig (plant )
W GART A AlRrS (tree | ARAT 23 B 1 BRASHTRT A3
A3 ey &% R4 3R AT AT 1 DT A IS KAE GiAME,
BRAlITE A9S LIty 30w 1 @At 1 S50y ¢F T A, fagfe e
4feq #FM¥d, (culmination 3 completion' faw s
(negation) ¥ |

w3y TN IAEA (7 DT WF (form’ IFCALR, WAIR
staisticg TR gt 33 #esd Tay Dzl Hormi
fRart 3@ g, @3N B33 @7 FAMIIFR @ @17 2wy
(fallacious) | 3’74, WFfez (form) AFT®q 31 |/ [ AW IBTF
/A ¥ Al P& 3307 WHeaF 24 | characteristics) WLg :
St2 W4T TiT 96 T &IPS ‘torm) | (FIATIE I AFS AT
wifty fIAR® w5, sie 33T @Ifivia e R{EH GF: @7
AF AT I WAFFF (@ A1 3T T@TS @ AL | ALY WY
3 fAAR (negated) guqg | AAFAT [T IV ARIS raCk !
AT ‘AAT-NFRS’ @A MY B WI YA RI-AFS' q4A
firate « 3% yra “wipfer” 139 4 9517 §wa ey AftaNg fag=
W oy, @I W A1 TN Wl (form ) Wiz A%, o7
ceF 2ty Ry Aty 3 31 TEe AR  negited ) ziatg, oW
%31 Sagel ¥ W feg Ay coufa Ng {9y ( negated ) wraty
AFe| AT, B9 ﬁ?fa negation ) Wtk 24 AR |



e ceony iy

ST WLl 3¢ Wiy | 9y5) W 1A Rdfer fes el
T, wyq SFAre o Ay rFAfes Al Afiele url @
FIAS FNNEIT 79 Fra waAy ore s 43 v e Ffay
RIS 77 fyrw @3f 393 Faawr AR WE 1 Dy @wfiag s
IS gE A1 1 AT T TS IS 9% 7 T ASST @
AAITY ARIG FWIS €7 1 S WA AIA T TN CBITA T
«3fiT @3 AT Ty QI BiAMATE QO (P CHT | BRATANTE WO
storFts woffers 7w ¢ wys affadtm s ANg AW @ MW
#3ET BIAE, @ AVAT ATSIIB I7S @& ATISA ALY IANE
€TS]3f ZCET ¥W @ T FILALE AIRAS 7% ¢4 HrItsiTe !

A9 COCNT JACEA, AE Ry faFgy ( negated ) W WA
Bl WIRY'S &'a shittg T o7 NIRST @ 37 W |
SN @S AFIST WE fAce AT (oA 9IF AW wH wave |
@¥1ta 44 3512 (complete negation) ¥t (91T, WY VST

TS ARIIHAT WA |

WS 2y A aF (¥, $I51A 33T ARIST ANT (iR 10
IS 320 AT BLATE ; T I I FHIMY NN B I ¥
aNA ffeq 9B Ay A ey faFg ( negated ) et (va @
WS @IB WA wifzgs a7 avesl IS I ¥TW e WY
A4S By, NI AW Sires (91 NwHT 7w 47387 2.8
P! IR RN 9FB AIS AT (FIAT @35 w0 % TS
WA, A MAITSY A ww? (8 ARIKAT 5T AN AR EH
nareft mals Aarree AfAFH Afada T NIT I3 W1 Ik
CIIA! 93 gL T3Stz wa 3w (3 Afeadq o, oS f3
FACS 17 T A1 7, WM faqy 31 faqR ( negated ) waTR 7 W
1 7 (q @ g Wef4E AFasa ; &S A7 2F AL AR Y
faa=a ( negation ) W5 Ar¥, <ta TAfFx @F APrE @ I Iy
%f23$ oA 3 A a9y 37 A 3397 ( negition ) gCx ¢ ¢
fatn a1 a3t Fta-fagre ( point of time ) aA ) Awhy

%499 Q ANfAF 47354 ( 31 AW14fT negation ) I M, WIY



AN vy T

NI WA G VT WY WY AR oA o) AR ww
(¥ e BITIATRY W SANT e, AT Iy e fang
( negated ) ¥ it A% Q¢ Wiy (¥ (FITAT wIFCSE ™I Al
& I oS ¢ I I 7 A Wz o par afaaeq wa
Ay fider faw'™ sm @, <@ sty Do SadfE Afast
QAR AT (A I Mg 7y "R’ R Ay W
WA FH AT A Wi I @ A AfiasE W o v
I 84 A AR 47T T ot WA afad A @ onm,
Q3INIR? W FIT (ren @, " afgaiplRs’7 ( external form )
SIS 397 1At 39 b M, W fawty (@ I (formeD)
(39 AIYF (PO W ; WIF Glq TIIST WA Sl T ewy
I IN I A IA? ®WI (Form) IgAMAZ @3 AWI
%f33$a ( complete change ) wdix fagH a1 faa*q ( negation )
QALE, W W (PRI IBX WA A 33 fq a1 faqgfy wv 3,
@ @Al s fofe @81 397 R3Sy Wy 3wy asbiay
wifmE ol el sy Al e 6w Ime
sfaetaa g fAfsgart Su:o4R o1 Wiy ! @Fidre FtA A
31 3 MR B IAT ¥ 9ol Tl faaR a1 fame ezeg, =i
@ fd, @39 FgF AW o ¢ wWH IR AT T AT TN
AfzqTa 4381 NI, 7w ¢ wizfgs 4FEEGT 93T w31 o
7% faaea-"Fag Qs iz Aol i3 e ( point of

time ) 11 33 (wde 3rA7) fFght AfFafos qag wat wwag,
% & T (e @ e el Rfen wee? wa) ¥ 3fy,
arsefl Jpe? WP iz @ s fafen ax 94F el
Rt ¥ w3 o1y ey gy wifxSir @S coae, wra wIb
@ Afirsan gt arers qred o facas g a1 f[ad
(regate ) IR | & Wd (I3 AR ‘vA’ 91 ‘g’ Ay
( negated ) RTH ¢17 4-3FYIT AN TA (F T AShyS, @F we
o “Rfeae"dd fIaf 139y ( negation ) s wi
faaf? 31 {74 " negation ) vt FEwia fifeas 3 Afugsag



3R cery vy

( difference 31 distinciness ) 33T$ €, W3 (%07 &% ‘negation’
*qf T W IAJITT FUHEA IACIE T |

M At AFATIN RGBT @ 3 cevoa [ 0 RAR3
( pegation ) INHY (T2l FAEA! &S negation-a7 & facsd
SIUAF o Atfe e | MY @b cunt gr A i TR Mg
BirtB-a3 @51 cdard watg ) wiad foW @R ‘negation’-ag GBI
AR’ 8 (WFF Gran A9 IS (53 IR U CRUNAR
SHIAIMBF @ JMA-92:& ( negation ) ASRAI (ACS A1 NG
Birts &% cgeMa f3aea ﬁqaa ( negation ), T3 ALAEA
44 { completion ), a1 fazieas faa® a fa'% ( negated )
TST! WA 205 fidlae gen) @ 4% geyy 23

faasem g = @ il 95, o 2om T, fim"l Az
7 gl et ( co.opletion b, AR ( negition ) 51 WE
CRUya 48t e1Y [ completion ) 71 atA 17AR ( negation ) IR
T @ATI AN 11 FyromeBq s¢s @B (q fIA% (negation)
3l 319313 AT 3T T AICAQ. AN WG @7 T wEE Fsfey
egR | fAA4T @7 @IF1 4 WTR AT, OIT A AT 4T WHte (7Y
8 farsy 1 e G g qwEae 51 BT WS o
wtate fIqenas ga coflq 1289

Afetas G w whg o v 42y | completion ) |
FACF fAt« 31 ReAy { negare ) 307 ®A7 WIFASA wWheg, I
TE ®NFF (deny ) 1 FA, 29 WACS 417 A1 FE @A
tF 5itnE 3R :

“Bat this is not du-, as has occasionally been sugdested, to
an inherent tendency in all finite categories to affirm their

own negation as such. It I;S due to their inherent tendency
to affirm their own complement "~ I'ed—Art 9

588, “The really fundainantal aspot of the dialectic is not the tondency
of the finite category to negate itself, but to completo 1tself’’. —Studiss in the
Hegelian Dralectic, Art 9.

389, “The place of r sation 1n that érocess is only secondary™.



(geAaE wid yae

@ftra® ™Ay negation) Ttw quétyy wa Bdre | | v fawmw
faamats e (affirm ) 3308 4, 790 B Ry g a1
1 ficeras 330s favme ARdede @ {39 “affirm their own
> #f% g WA 3D wow, fAU3 negation-cF (BLF
wfatg ' | 3% @9 gy @8 (9, wd “negation” afmIW @@
of ngtr wety A wejtsta ek A1, Wiy 8 S I I
change 1 A4 FIEH | Wt FAT ISFAA! o 93% ( aspects @y )
wivgy wit foat 3% ‘v gla A4 gatF A3 7 g5 (aspects )
w3 %1 Ofy A |AS WRFEFSRI FIA ( negation ) A
oNAe (e %13, 3% ¢ith1 3097 f{a«a o3 oitg, @34 3
ST A Gla Al THF BN e Ny @F AgteE gty el

( negation ) 71 e, IACEA whf«x fIAR : negation “in scme
degree |’ 8%

complemen. V'

QU@ THF BPANG 2 @% ‘wiefz’ | ‘in some degree’ ) F9ift
e (peuty wd AT =B erR 1 @AE ME SaAE wrwieer
FINIZ NI QA Aargd | 4 wf=3 f3a=q ( negation in
some degrec ) IUBIT qAZ AMY 34,3 “ARET" | @3S 397 Ty
fag faawq euarg 37t Al T 3 1l wzata fAfsz a1 [
@ AT A Awly AfaIb) weta why, 7 M @3 433t st
3% woigly w3 g W @GT wig wd @RI “Af7ads
Qg | INEL @A (A IF ©F  FAMAZ ( “negation”-«@3 ) AR
PolRd, (1 Wigte RN A7, WhF ARIER Mt oAl x|
wIAHE CE, S BTG T @ ity ‘fRava’ (negation ) #ram
A A%’ (negation) ATF A1+ @IR ‘fI5"a’ ( negation ) %«
‘Af3q8A’ IWA AP RTINS W MWF A1 7wy
g i BBy wdA, e vl a3

18w, “It is .indeed, according to Hegel, nn empirical and contingent fact,

but aB absolute and necossary law that their complement is in some degree
their negation,” ( Itd Art 9)



348 Ry T

(AT WS WA C-CHIEAT I AAWCGHT T
AfF | wIWE (RG] WO N ; ASHE WS T {9 WS
MR, WY WS M) wlems e qny, INTEwe we
T AEds witwal g8 A7 Afidq wre @t aw,
o ; 38 *YAI | (A 39T IR W oAy, faI we
ATy, Aty e AfFdfe e o) Wity ey wie WS i,
fadae @ ity | evafes Incs +ifF 3 (growth ) 31 Yfst
( completion ), AMBEF 7 @S fta w7 (decay) I R
(negation) |

UF BAMET acs cxns 4R3SA wiw 3% 3 e a1
fstantfd (completion) | &7 WS gy A= wwar zw
sfstaify 1 @ ‘Ra®' s qnea zom 3R 5 AHAsts B ; wRETS
(denial) @ facarq (contradicton) d@ 1 T1F BItAE” 4atRq ¢

“fag @I 7@ w3 @b Aew [ € &S, Itz DB

Aqaffs SRtz el §1d 03, @-AT @ ST WANIR

3 1c R

TS WP BIAMB T 1A wFAa Hoty 48 (@ QNI 51IoALg
w0313 (deny) IR AL facatis! g 411 FALF deny 3w Al
contradict ¥t ¥7 wifigwerm 411 Fead wNFT 1fF 1 IQ
w3 faq18 (negate) F3Tg A1 1 FITFT CFA T (71T BIoN1G @we
A% HHEATT A0 NBLRA (TN CRTAMT fIqa-og Wiz By 11
Ifead g SIMbE  cetad fIAMA (negation) IYUBNF &
Frioca faca ¢t 23Ty oIS 2o | Wi faq4qtF (negation)
Fae tuag Afetatfg (completion) | f3€ @s I faqwray
(negation) TABT I GISIRT LT ALFNT FATFIA IFAIT 4o
FICS GCALR | WA negation wig (A% |

A% @A (Fidte a2 (negation) anfy yawiy Qaufys

s8>, But the one category passes into the other, because the wecond
completes the meaning of the first, not because it denies it.''—( sbid Aet 9 )
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WY w1 o f@1@3 (negation) F[ATTY cx wnefs @
w{ Ranty Nw AT Wiy, oY @NAT By @1 ot 7
@ A g I i3 e I (system ) @ Trow w4y
T Jwe o A i PR red e s
wfRa )l @ fas ww wyw fRff wwfema, st oo
avg @i, e e Sus amis fiw Aag IF Wkl Fpig
AT IS VAR | negation 2GR el AMrety evfre =« @
W 3T oA ) I Iy Ffe-afef{Re- s wan
&GP ‘fiq=a’ aa fAaagaz 3t (Froitn @Eg faege @ ‘g’
A wASR YA wdSq oy AP wds WP GIAES a®
fiear 8w fira wra w13 s{fotatfyed (c mplerion) I7rs
BITRRA, AT (SLNN'T AfEr IFIMIT Q7 321 77 | AqAR’ FrorE
Uitz @ fagrm, wgm 8 @ISzl iy ottty
g ) cstere mrve fIamars (negation ) 9feiet’y (comple-
tion) 4% sgdt atewrz 2ra fai apiw Bymit’e G e-vary
ACSRA WL @3 IACRA negrtion ITH completion a1 A
MY BIGA (AT IWCAZ ZA AV ) UG (RN (IR Bf e a-
TF CFIANS IF FRAIG T AIWA new wim A1 IR Wi
BIANG 3aTed, CoUne @ FIU A P A A-UFA AT wIS
9-F41 3 TS ‘RA, I RINE © 77 Ifoas yray v
7 fRadats faq=a atea saa a1 0 ¢°

FhEd BT ANMIF .09 T @B ‘fIANA'T Wi Ty
AR Al e (7 zAaere Wi Aa07 BT sfiytr I ary,
oBfS (RATTS A1eTne @FTIN I Ge USRI 57T ofta | 2o,

>ts, “This, however. i» one of the points at whiech the difficulty, alwaye
great, of distinguishing what Hegel did say from that which he ought 1n
consistency to have said, becomes almost insuperable--- on the other hand, the
absenroe of any detailed exposition of a principle so fundamental as that of the
geadually decreasing share taken by negation in the Dialectic and the failure
to follow out all its consequences seem to indicate that he had either wnos
claarly realised it or had not perceived its full importance.”—( Ibid Art 9)



AL ceriety Pl

fa#gs! ( ooposition®), AA*A ( negacion ), 3Wii{7 "HIATE atAY "
g 11 3w wdqragty ILICRA W ¢ Yl - (it otherness, opp- -
ositiof 41 negition €% §I51 ATStATF L3 CXTAA * SUATA FLTRA
fRasace fox for ita Fearcd ajazty o1 gacg | < wedy ffensr
CATFAT'F SIAG 2A'q FAS CBLaleA (T (R A4@E negatiorlF
AtfeqAs W UeXIT FER AR UIF BiioAs s A, cruta e
w14 negaiontd AL IAEA | FHAl IR FRAT WS
negitio 13 AMELAF wct <At FagT | ST WS WY fAy
iy OEE A Rree s 3 Areds @3 3T 3
AR | (FE oz T% @ T%ey (W@ @A faA+AT ( negation )
Atfegns sd 367 g {fot=tfa (completion ) W sfcat 41
CrRez | (%A I R ATA (T WAE RAMAT oS T I
e GUAY R @3 ot Radd @ieand fes wd Ay
TR | SR {51 (negition) LAY s fetetiy | completion |
@2Sia IF BIME elAANd negation (T FAR ALY € WHT
T0T TR @t AFTICE ANT ¥ ¥ faaray g i wfFfeesy,
IR RS (B8 IR ; 93 wfeAq Wt fele matg ey
a3fs & 1°¢°

oAy 3 Sefir fefe s Wiz Bis’ St fIamay
{ negation ) AR YIAINF A FLI0RA | ‘The develupment
of the method” Ars @sff A= =oiy fofq o o7 fage
FERA (1 VIR SRiAsfs dwfee ovw waAy Gufizfes
Tl WAt Feqfd o7 o3 owea foq IFCAT A 4134 IR | ©GREA-
sfitza T arm REAT-e !l duat entEebiyy KAk cem
afay w3y od gUm @¥ (Y negation @3 waRe €€ (T (wim
fafiy drics faafse gtieg 1 ot Aqal3 ( thought ) B3

y¢y, The abstract form of fhe advance 13, 1n Buing, au other and tiansition
into an other ; in essence showing or a reflection m the opposite, in Notion
vhe distlictton of individ 1al from nniversality, which continues itsolt as snch

nto and as an identily with what is distingaishod from 1t.”—
( Logic, Encyclopaedia See 240)
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F¥ @Al FAczw | Being, Essence @3 Notion «3 fead @z
Tdea-7 7zt fom aqtaa | wriw ByisMtS’ cafwcacen @ Idea-g [aatet
al qapifes qd @F fov owa Idea-d @ OEieRe sifis- o
(method ) @8 fod T 49 419 FWR | P FPANT Afege
SIgeu] WHE | JINEE SIAEART Afed @fq ¥ rw-wg, sige
feal cwra {7 #[F1a Wibda (T N7l (e =17 ©fte fafsa fo ¢
Wt A e & fen wee g o’ feaew Tt s %A |
cole Sfafae Bfef ( Sec. 240 ) (3t ariws Brisité % wars Talz
A | 9R AGLIF STF g8 5947 (The Logic of Hegel, Notes
on Art. 111 & Art. 161) (4% @3 ©gq AN 1399 740 | Being-
w7 cv@ fife ¢ «fefafer con ¢ Hoar sors g, fog @
g% ¥ | FIEe @-c¥@ ‘faAA’s wfe 8& | wizgMrg Essence-wa
cwa fafes o afefsfor taamy apg e ez g~z =e-
rafiel, StT-sicafes) (dependence) I WESIT Al | wfwEd
LA fRAx4-97 Cl@el 44 T otz | «@g <3 Notion-97 %ra
tafe-afefafe «g fawasl al (a@a CNBE @3 aww-fo ama
TR 8 (afgm wel «f8 3| wdin f3fe ¢ «fefic st «gs
faadwiv 387 fRiedd oibl Sqw! W@ | @A negation A faww
A% T oitE ©fg AW “development® 3y Afadfe | @ Sy fma
uqge 36’ T 9, O g T “Tgegfe” Al @ty | A fafe-are
feal o@ (implicit ) ©i% 2@ o1y (explicit) sfefzfeozs, «ires
feferes fafd @tz 1 favael T afeffer wifsin 33 a3
fafer «fgam a1 fRe 3 sidee = ofefzfe | ow wies
‘R’ z@ Afetaife (completion )1 cxaw @3 yHE farares
TS (@A (47 “70F '@ M= |7

“I'ne movement of the Notion is development : by which
that only is explicit wiuch is already implicitly present. In
the world of rature it is organic life that corresponds to the
grade of the notion. Thus, e.g. the plant is developed from its

germ, The germ virtually involves the whole plant... in the
N
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process of development, the notion keeps to itself and only gives

rise to alteration of form, without making any addition in point
of content.”—Wallace : The Logic of Hegel : Notes on Art 161,

p, 289

INWE (WNEE 7FW feR AT (¥ negation  efffeirs
(organic life) #fer 3fey, fam=m (negation) a1 | WAt fEww =2l
o€ & 279 %1 ( completion ) |

@3t anti-thesis WA ‘anti’ 77, Wet® F7 | “The other
which it sets up is in reality not another.” (Wallace : The Logic
of Hegel p. 289) | o3k I1ts Bilstih qawe (v wimicealed s
EF OF AT [AUITT AT IR (FATS SR | I TRTEERIRA
EMANANT A7 [IARF (negation) (3 (N ity +F , S
AT 8 AV3e] oy, 4517 ( completion-a7 ) | ta9 (TSR ¢
A AET THE (et

FIwE A71E G795 e (RN IR IR FreR et
(negation) I wiwtesaa 9o Trammdn | fifs, efcfafor wray arwta
TN (N0

T2 caaiw fogafoen, spmataia Afaada w6 srae CAdiA R
219 femis sz fafts, «ifafafe opifn atm cratz ol Aiderots
(R (PR I (AF (PR GTIFE Af@T I}F WA BLe A
AT B! WP WHAT negate FIE IS elE HARR T HiorT |
TIAA 3G THE DA @ Sfre @R U QA% 9 A
«afarafe (3 ageetm = (negation), ¢t ¢INR CTTolA qreREH

*e. ““-The steps are indeed discriminated from one another, tut they
can scarcely be said to be in opposition.” —Me Taggart Art 109

seo. “And as a consequence, the third term merely completes the
second, without correcting the onesided 1ess in it, in the same way as the
sccond term merely «xpands and completes the first. As this type is
realised, in fact, the distinction of the three terms gradually lose their
meaning. There is no longer an oppasition produced between two terms
and mediated by a third.”—Me Taggart Art 109
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i w3 | dfefefe (Anti-thesis) 39 (Bigs (&1 S| 23 7 93
ard | w5 BrioS (12 IR NtT AR @i | fofv faemee:

(negation ) (=1 Sz fars siw 1 | fofa onE @3 = s
FqeRA (¥ .

“The presence of negation, therefore, is only a mere accident
of the dialectic but an accident whose importance continuously
decrease as the dialectic progresses.”—Mc Taggart : Art 117.

@3 APF BRist-ug @ artayl TECE SN{CHE IO Ay wNE |
@ywe, F7ie Bris’ fawears (negation) wxts 9wl (completion)
fera QTe IEMed | -7 WA IS WA el @
o gl Sieife 3 @8 (7 WS “negation” &b 377TNAR
(FI TR 2 AV | @IBI ©I3T % OfF q4ae siamies *ra
a7 foeits geifie @Iy s *wwg 936 fafwd T sz,
SreTt “feerTl q-e3 fafB eitag dfsfafa | Yes aswa =i carn
¥ No e ©fF AT ©l7 @R (T ‘oite’ a7 (T siq
ST S, ‘N oA ©f QN arfa wb bR ge 23|
(& negation-4g Iitw completion FCa i3 coufF 31 (wuF 37
yes A 00 A fagl ‘SN INA ‘B WA | LS S
7’33 AR (AT AT ; WY ¢ 3fa, wevm ez sAfayfe ) s
o6 process-93 «3IH H4AB (NF @I fgAde 1 @A AW
“w" T “qfE* TS 7@ fwa wesy Wi “ifaefs zate =W, v
@ 9f ¢ s[I-REf BGa ore I Afer ¢ siE-fwmmy @
gotarere Aetg | afw Afey ey e a1 “fasfe atww processbrzes
@RIt 77, ©d ‘afa’ 3 ‘AfaefS’ % ot way Arms A wore
G e ETetds =% (BN @A (wig w3 373517 A G 32 1A
fog =8 . @ cwae W ByMeba gfel ( completion ) wry
faw=w (negation) =% j3%iE I fWolw wwalfes waawfe <
SIICH WG | WL 7)1 Brisitbee waw (aiE frrw ate (R, FAe
CT0o1E AT (T-TFW (TIAITET ST negation *ForE ITITIA F(ITHA
oirs SBits TS w1 {weat ity Sonaied (73 |
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fadms, w1fa Brisnb-ga wer WF AT wfus =8| wrae
5T *4a8 (T fINAT ( negation ) Ftwe AW, @3 fawE wiwivg
WE Wi Biiibe ewAw | wiwAle IEE (@ @I WA A
( negation ) #ia(a18, 749 negation *3 | «waA-f& cafig @i 3%,
WAl © 47433 {q@"F-9q ( negation ) oS3 (A3 | I ATITIS
7% ( fulfilment or completion J w8r% ; (@TH @Fiai T QAT
sfqe] ( completion ) S5tz A, faw*=8 ( negation ) wbre &y | i
fagls Fare yuia A ‘sitder i fafen wetz tawfar ow
7@ ( distinctness ) | w71% i @-c¥r@ wiwitvg qredd Anda
srares | fo® Yufed 2t @B (3 AR BINTEE Tw e (R
TS TH AT | AT By{oNtG v @ W wW, @na-fe fefw
e end Gfafay wfewme dabt ®arss  Brirea  fqaew
( negation ) »3% W3 SNIYHS! | GHFS (ML | (B SSiTsNetS
@q@ fan=w a7 @33 {67 31 Si7 TCE oIS grared, ‘TEew-9a
A7 negation « 378 w13 Afefyfe-og ( antithesis ) waz s W 17
IUE GTERDE AP Aige - wAfge] oy Yfade 27 9ak Wseq
T BT F1OA |

9IS, negation =73 [oq (o7 CBL@ ot 331 SAvE widffe
wirg | wdfzad afw wB AR, T ST wHETs gl Ifvw
feal 1 @W3-wq fon fen wd (arqis w9 fon fem =& | «fgeim
713319 TAH (FUA] (NEWIF TS W1 (¥ negation-9F A
wfagsy sy form WY Fewelated AbS 374, @ negation
33733 FISTWITS negation 7FTAe fewray w+#-’3wq ( content )
negation (A3 | 933 W% fou fox ad for fox cwr@ waw1 «3)
fasre wrafee ¢ widfewss | aditie Wiie Brab an
7% @B fmais Sy fre zrwe | FiAw o farw St w -
s foz a3 74q faw<w (negation) & «fef3f® (anti-thesis) #ta
7T (irE @3 Waylaa g esd &I FAER | o 5% AAS
fora sefra zare e fRemeraes o137 fo-ow e'its piens *Ae |
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Fira? ofve sem awaee @Uited fagfe @ aplanig i ol T@A
{negation), fazaty (contradiction), (3%g1e] (opposition) “FAGI
(otherness), Bettfv =& efors awwe Frq ¥Ca, S5 Gwd 9 {ad
0@ aTqEA AEN AoitE e fAEiE 1 wne Biinb-ax apAng
qeaay ¢ calfaee) wite, gyl Tatd | o @rsecs dise B
Y3 2AT6W| TS TA /B | GFY| IOWSE I | FAA AW (LS
o o famea g ca-aaw atolqife arares @az IS LH(T HToAI-
@ weares Site {aw=wea (negation) g @#7d Yoty (qia @@
BBYF ATIE BNl 44 Fead 3t TSI (73 |

AW Y. AFHEATY A qaaa agelfed goe-fon ) fefie g
fe«a-srga (negation) Sl& AulTAoA| FCAEN @& W@ FAAE
UG FTALES | (FS[ENA faA=« \negation) W(F ¥ AHE VOIS
EATHY ACIAS @ HIEIGACES ANAH T2 | 57 W@ (AT
TOOT IAYE GUoAA W0Hy B1F faregs Bl 24T g4 |

T o2 piiATe fagfre st | whitn wiesig sace (39 )
fait4 (negate) 03 /7 @7 (oite ) wifag's arm, awdi e 77 1 o
Mera ate Afaem a1 evolution ¥ @3B! wifafogs s A= faai |
9% A4 @ nus Afgdfer fi7i% (e @it v2 71 TIFTE iAW
fws (aspect) a1 336 farmra dfee wra vl wrwa @ oA |
7 fautal® 1 «mfef (process) Muaaws ¢ wag Awdfery faafes
g% | SIeR ot B czuA wey, wirAlg welBe cewfA ey |
QTR 12 41oforE fawi= (negate) o ©ta ~rag #i+f wiACq, Fu-
faat-orge @ Wizt Ffaw @ fage apian | wAp AT FA-
fata 3 #7 faw-9q (negation) a1 @3 el FAT T4V
«ffefafe (anti-thesis) farma Faw Fary (013 gfawets o436 srare |

3. Mg SiE -

“The rcal is a whole, the abstraction of phases. aspects,
moments, 1s unhistorical, and ¢rgans and functions evolve, never

independently but always as participating in and dominated by
the iife of the organism as a whole. Development must, therefore,
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be conceived and explained as a passage from the whole to
the whole, from the implicit to the explicit, from a less coherent
to a more coherent, whole. The earlier stages are as real as
the later ones.”—Dr. B.N. Seal, Preface to New Essays in Criti-
cism, 1903.

f3fe (thesis), «fef4fe (anti-thesis) ara «faqaares 10 49 0
w4 |B1re fofa Feirew ‘abstraction’ | 13+t @& ®2 q1 phasesfara
@36 w=afbrz fami (negate) aqre e (zua i fdiTed &%
FRTATER, SITae u. Ad qered TR | (I A, fagfa
afasder  #ife, it fawi® (negation) e Altq A1 w3
STAETT BLAA (stage) «fasdet? (fulfilment) 2& +qa V9 (stage) |
3 Sftst fea fAlze (implied) o1-3 #ta za %4 AfExiz ¢ #4iHq
Ayfars faefre | fawr= (negate) are & FIrF ¢ fa= I (negate)
el 7®%, “The earlier stages are as real as the later ones.” Fw&
T&=1 4 (negate) 373 5{7%d &4 I |

B3 (09I (7 9rB) 411 (thesis '@ antithesis) 1T ST 17| el
T 9FBIT 5iTad fawra Wie Ffarares o (F7@ ‘abstraction’-aq
A1 FAEA | T. Va1 ‘logical fiction’ IA H{ATI© FTALA |
ANF Brovth caAw aveiven (3 fafe (thesis) sifefyfe (anti-thesis) @-
A % {A4€% (‘lose their meaning’), (WHity caux 3fwe FrarEA
(257 @3B G114 (metaphor) (172 #Ts fqA=« (negation), «fsfzfe
(anti-thesis) 37ifr faca (& sifFraces, eafq v Ame =T 2
“Anti-thesis as a mere negation is a mere logical fiction.”’—Ibid.

o3 FAfaR 7 fafeq T3 afe STTTE AN BiTd @ 79T @
7Fo% ¥ A WA X (I & ¢ fig) ©fF I & & IF
segafd favm g SiArs ave @ @31 iy 9T
wtagl @vF FeT A f7a (qare A% @ freefd Qo ST 246
A2 | FICER G AN AN (T FARPITNE 09 4TI 9dd) fare
T B A @qe Hgg B @ AfBRT wiferw qeRaca 93%e
N T T (AR | BA 94 WIFIF 52979 8 JIl 7F 17 HTRreewS |
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7% IR (negation) (FITHIGTRT oMl BTt Al FAw fEwaiaia
Tpe (FYLe o weh 7 10 ¢

3. Mot 7o0EA (T 4T AP (AT Ford wAWA {7Fe (7 oAfe
w17 fORR 7, (@ AT AAfIAS Y (AT afggred #fade
ST Bgga | T2 «Bhe anT 3317 fAAE (@ g S 0 IF (AE
17 faas a1 fafieqre faafes 2w A, fRafes arm o743 fata
(complimentary direction) | &idte (¥ il wsre wiq H¥ com-
pletion, #faside i fulfilment, fa= (negation) A% |1 4 w93 L.
e WCw oI WA SIS PISF TR WIFHA, res
quires a radical correction ( ©. &) €33 @ FWINIEH F FAA
® 4fa woTe «-oF b |

St WIS BN @ croEhE fRers (negation) AEH
Sorl 907 CaTsienss Aistala cp%1 aravew, o A #mne ©. Aa-
€7 5F QOrA | GAime— wfte Wiw Brivtch apian AETRS—
STITw Toiwe Fufe 309 ©. Awa Fotawed AT | EfAg W
aftas BiprtS T@3-AI @R (5% FFA &0 (negation) GOITS, (AR
nftag w4t gro wfew qare @@ RAER-og @R AT Brisitb-aa
9 o fFwe sfae i@ e e wd o % @ ©id

yeefene e Afawia e «4w8 | ©. A oA :

«_..and though, as Dr. Mc Taggart perceives, Hegel, in the
later categories more or less discards the anti-thesis as an abstract
negation, his teaching as a whole makes too much of the mere
formal process and is bound to lose sight of the organic unity of
the whole in the contradictions of opposed momen' J'—Ibid.

T, AF-97 WS TG, (AT WK @ Fweg Fol FAE

(‘twin errors’) @17l @B-g% @ ¢ warz e fEm (negation) 3
«fefefe (anti-thesis) Ty Ot WLy IS |
TR ST 5 MO AT A FwirEe giawid feacse

s¢8. *“The organic whole develops and passes froma relatively less
stable to a relatively more stable equilibrium and the balance of powers
which maintains the whole life corrects undue emphasis in one direction by
developing a counter-emphasis in a complementary direction."’ Ibid.
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(Immanuel Hermann Fichte) araferem v sitwira wferaiaa fawae-
@7 (contradiction) ®83 z¥ 7, @Bl CFATER FHCATA-IFHRTG |
1. «%5_=tfaste (C. H. Braniss) @#igiea @ 913 Tr@d I3 @
fetem ¢z contradiction =31 ‘sieraie’, Aotz Al
contradiction 77 7! faraie-=ifed sravEwhs | Aoty dfew
1 fagea) ooy, “‘construction”—stR | T, Ame “‘contradiction
of opposed moment”’(& logical fiction & HIANE FTACEA €<
(TN 9% AfFTTANE SLaAfOTIHE ¢ QWY oA | (ZCoAE T
FARA (T farm offadize sa qpieiitan Aifafes 8 Al
T4 @ 0 fPiartotaz SeAite wfwely ooy | (e «F wifa
39T WISt Ay Afew wrwe ¢ fefeda Anifie ware |

@€ (IR faa’ Hars wid-aoh orw $2aie e wwmee | o
fa Mtz F4o57 (function) | SswaTI=iTaq e TAPITaa wifEg «3
R 7% sifaca oo @@ famtaa wae s sraifes wifews;
FAEH | @2 faw wyata MRl w7, Sfeasre 0B | IS
T WTe| 77, Tfm j3ee

farta e oo afw ute Se fasers fawrer (negate) IE
5oL ATTF B1T @2 GIBIA! 4N fae-9q 71 ) toitg y  @Fr®
4TS @ Y o AT [Ty faR-97 T YO B FF T© AN
T (A (TS (7ANR [ 1 AT BrisiS qreced 3 famew i fie
a1 AW qeers, atental T whte ©ig AlF 3dA FAm FeCe
77, 9fsi (completion) | fFY cato@ € AAX F | (FNCAL SYATH
a3 w503, (9 A7 [T Lot7 9w w64 (7w Fifera Tw
%%l (completion) | % IV Tew! FfE fAAAAIZ IANA | @R
9% HIWT @ HMNG N ToR G172 STATeFHI-fofes Fafrarz
=fed) sraved | qI (4T afara nAre A4Sl , AfE (rE T fes
wf@ | WA faw=" (negation) wrge ~wfae zcw Srite fafoaew &w-

>e¢. “‘For the pegative which emerges as the result of dialectic. is at
the same time positive."” (The Logic-of Hegel p. 152)
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fardn | faeita @3 wifes qo7 F3719 wS! @UE Oirs fAraves
(B, fF8 AWT @3 wig €2 @2 M Ferag ag | BRfemEw
Frece ; wyE faee f5otd swedE Sanifes Figq wre Atta A 10t

T i 3adt U (NE 938, Hew (At wha, fafsa e fafoe-
©9 el fagfie o Sore, % (I 357 #03, I 47 I, @
3B gre v Ayl wIw Srove, T AWY > BF Jtw, ©IF 3TG|
(& | AT N FoAd “tY  fa36raR fafay «iql B wrene Fhoa sifere ,
93-7ww HYfE @ AWF, AIW 3bAT @ HHAel— 43 AANE TING
(AT R TACACE ¢ A2 ACT | @ AT SR AT I, G
24l 7F, NI FAle 77 | [ (e =feq (advance) Tgq
I WAy @ w@wAlg w17 (osieE @31 faew cr fagafer
GAIT TeN, NAw ApeTe1d FAL-CTE, [qATAg @3 siferasy (dynamism)
@ (aTE @&y (I (AR (FATG 9-OF fFT FA @ 100

T (g woifed ym qra fAdiaa JTaes, (QUEd e
e wtofg 2a1 @3 | @afaer #ag (BT @B ST IFAIR [T
6. Aae dfein aared 12t faqed ¢ faraiteg v frrag 4gfe @
TNieTRE [arid Aqein #oife faafre orw Srte | @-wn Agfe-
&It a1 AtE-fawicd, Faif aige 371 f

@UITT SiFierels A Bfa-Te SIElbATT @ ©g5F IS
AT N ROT WA Aq1T @ PR g, B3 “fawe ANTE”
slaitwelbs Afe nere 47, Yfenze w7 | viRiERhe ANred @ w3
¢ Afawami (Zrae 17 afere Wiares, ©f More waiwa 932 fefaR |
EAf3-Be eneisaia Praivefms qatwte Restet s el TR

ses, ‘‘A chasm is not a bridge in any utilisation sense, that is, no mere
negation can be the instrument of a positive advance in thought.”” (James,
Ibid.)

ses.  “But, if the man asks how self-contradietion can do all this, and
how its dynamism may be seen to work, Hegel can only reply by...saying
‘Lo Thus!” (James, ibid)

sev, “‘These conceptions require a radical correction.” (Dr. Seal, ibid)



Sbe crstenE Wil

S FTINE SENTET BT (AT ST wrEfET | SrSw-
Fife (Law of Identity) wx farats-Mfs (Law of contradiction)
A9UE e Sieifg gfets e 71 |

3. fataty (contradiction), faw== (negation) ¢a*®rey (oppo-
siton) Bentfr sswmtwral csrste v wrdf A3ty arAen o ot @
et BTN w7 |

o, TNTEd FFH ATIANTEE faraty ( contradiction ) Fenfw #da3
ZatNe 20w 33w BiTey, @l f3% 7w | | contradiction, opposi-
Lon— &-%F NS (FIH @I 3 fFatia 27 306 , Py @wma
»g% FE o3 Iwa ofeuEife zm; wdte, @l @@
¢wiq faraty (contradiction) Ferifv wite ars, e 7é@ @ #dw
A |

8. faraty (contradiction) @32 %% (otherness T distinctness)
Ty gEBl weE AW qltE | wred aw @ Wil Wy
(tate distinctness W3z (FVYe-31 ¢a7Te; (opposition) i faraty
(contradiction) FTywe | (TR % B WWE Wy fa=ifen I
4TEN ; (YK distinctness (ARG opposition 7T+ ITACRA |
(BTIATAR R ST 79 $19 AN WA Ay AT §A A0
(e |

6. TN =TS0 3§ I} WAF f7Fae (contradict) 33w,
o a3

b HTST ATOI 39 A1 Wb 2farard (self-contradictory) @&
5z a7 1 Fou "G farw fArews fa@ael (contradict) F4re &-Fa1
&f® | Inter-penetration of opposites Aifs ffeqes a1 «I% Iy
«3¥ Pt o) fowm Bfed fama gre «ifta a1l | ‘B @ ‘A’ @3} FE
%3 ord eTHIY I 6OMS NT A | @-faRw AT wENTES
(Formal Logic) ffeefa w16y @ 53 |

q. cos faratswfe (Law of contradiction) SEwid sta= 4,
TE Brisicéy @& Sfe Wy w® | cwete aata@? Formal Logic-a3
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Afcefrs oF iy swawes o2 17 eraiEbs afeted g %
76 @3 (S |

v. faAmE (negation) fon fon gfawrs fon fom wid wrars
41 BLA A |

s I AfaaE Ve 3 T 2137 faadeg usfh 87 i Saw
w77 9Tl I 3, WIBNE H4W (2 TDTe (negate) 377 wifag's 2A Al |
eFeTE Affiwires fAasm 44vraa «ifzdfe ¢ 4det? ~naa v 7%
27| Firwz dfefafe (anti-thesis) F9(51 @-cwra SRS TE,
(a9 g9 ) FTe-g9 (negation: =51 & LTI |

s0. 7513 I@) 3rACE (¥ G719 (other) @ fand'® (opposite) 4
«tew (distinction) ¢ fANTRA (negation) yT (3vs@ fawifeq 3%
AT | (BTG, @] THe ¢-w7 Trey AR | w9d (other)
6. (FtYhe arAre fa7dle (opposite) EA, FI1F(T I« BIEATR
=ferag (distinct) st |

AArg Ao feref sned | ziws 92 ae R e
TS A TS130E AW @3 49 5¥ (a0 9T @& fouirs sferw «re
adfe, ToiTed 7 49 foatefa «a=raa wex A~fas | 4tz principle
of relatedness & T ANF | A9 F@TWEA! 73~0FA AF (AT
Ao @R AT WO v Imd | @Bl wiad wife Alelga g |
@A 0% SRS [T Caroid ‘fawae’ 3 fawea (negation) A
FAEN | 49 FAGhYE @F F;WF Afve 9 w3fes (limit) aas,
feg ®f} a1 faa=a a1 fa@ael (negate i oppose) FAI (A ¢
wiateyw AferE (principle of limit) faw=w-fs (principle of nega-
tion) rer cErstel fArh= FarEw | @3Fh Y 53 Toiqes wvia foRid
% wfes @ AfFe | «IBrE stare oita I Teiaed WA G
#%r3 | fo®t7 @2 TafFeTa (relatedness) Seay (2Tof@ fam=" (negation)
crraren | @l 581 wsi7 @3l foota sifera ~re, strzd fem qeres
AT TR “era— “must fall into contradiction— the negative of
itself.” —Wallace . The Logic of Hegel, Art. 11, p. 46.
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F. TIANEERT ©F (IS fHHTE e arewed @ 4 wetere
witme a8 Fain Yo\ 77 |0¢>

QYA 4@ FGTYETE 14~ 34 fasidIe (opposite) Feri 3oy | 7
q) 99l (limit) I17a% @31TA6 fa7== (negation) &4} 37are |

4. ®{TF e HARRe! A(TAZ famew 2o

@7 BB qite (3 49¢ I wdfmEsts (limitation) fa=es
(negation) | €3 @l T (LT WA TR ©itE TPl (negate)
e 93 ©17 f34T® (opposite) 217 31 Fare |

o, TIFTAIOF ANA FATA AT (T, 197G ©fg ‘SAT G
3513 ©'3 fasdle metd afade 73 10

9IRS 48 W@l e 93BrE w+ala fasde (opposite) 4an
3T 932 9TIAS W74 (other) N{zA fa=/@® \opposite) 241 3TATE |

9. AW 7l 49T A1TA3 79N (negation) ¥ 3rACE 10>

(TR H7@-92 (other) wi¥ &7 3raCE faAw (opposite) |

t. ¥iqTq Being-Nothing tesaid Being ¢ Nothing a7
fa+2%s (opposite) @A ¥a| A2 | @Aitxs other w4 I FHw
opposite |* ¢ *

T7F Bristtbe Being ¢ Nothing-a3 w1 31 ¢ 447 fawws)

1ea, ‘...finite characterisations...pass into their opposites.” (Art. 81
|B] p. 147.) ; “'veers round to its opposites™ (Art. 80, p. 146)

sve, “...ope-sidedness and limitation of the predicates of understanding
is...shown to be the negation of them’ (Art. 81 p. 147.)

sey. “finite, as implicitly other than what it1s, is forced beyond its
own...to turn suddenly into its opposite* (p. 150, note)

su%. ‘...this negation is what we call a Limit (Boundary). A thing is
what it is, only in and by reason of its limit. ...If we take a closer look at
what a limit implies, we see¢ it involving a contradiction in itself, and thus
evincing its dia'ectical nature. On the one side, the limit makes the reality
of a thing; on the other, it is its negation...given something and up
starts an other to us. .a something is implicitly the other of itself. ...(pp.
172-73)

>ee, “..the shape which dialectic takes in them...is a passing over
into another™. (Art. 84, p. 157)



CBTE Wi Sty

FFIT ITAET €32 AATEN (T (FHNAS ATTH ~H negation ) fgmw
T ICqCRA (°%?

9{ftA  Being @ Nothing 43=ars Fte (cancel) zars, aifem
(negate) IWME | ARG BT Wlatq Iewea, == (negation)
& 5%1g% (otherness) |2 ¢¢

Bsita (Al ATTB (T CBOoIe other =BITR (@FtATe opposite wrd
13519 LA | ( (AN Being-Nothing-99 (3a1¥ ), 3{q1d &Fiqta
distinct et F7ITIT FCACEN | WIAIHE  wrS TAR [EH A,
(AT A8 5ol q1 gl 7023 woz W3l wel a1 fieia =% wiow «a
93 @salre A atn suw fofw 4fuda saa 49 wetz a3
(FIATS 51, T 1 Sy @ WATIG FF (AT T | aoltR
wiNg ajte distinct wite7! frafe o 7 ety @A
5T |

sivgl facafe 3, wNte A ¥ A e G@ra WL ww
#ifes g3z A=FEA, fafen sty ota 7qr% w1 9fdiz @3
FRATIA A&-q%7 (universal relatedness) %at3 #\atd a0 41T |
@3 NgFe 58 IFCNT WF TS A1 : ». distinctness 41 otherness
@z , fag opposition FeFfE farxy far<s (wra Wia stz
(zYIrs distinctness AR (AAITAG (FNE (ANT other wH 4TIN
aTares (Ui (IR opposition &I (2N other =7 373514
rqced | @3 FIFA FGAZ T Whre 93 @3 FIICeF B3fermw

se3.  “In all other cases of differnce there is some common point which
comprehends both things...But in the case of mere Eeing & Nothing, dis-
tinction is without a bottom to stand upon.” (Notes on Ait. 87, p. 162.)

“The one is nof what the other is.”’—(Art. 88 p. 164)

«...these two are always changing into each cther, and reciprocally can-
celling each other.”—Notes on Art 89, p. 170.

see, “it is as Otherness’ (Art 91, p. 171) or “Something becomes an
other'’ (Art 94. p. 171)

svo. “Hegel’s quibble with this word ‘other’ exemplifics the same
fallacy.” (James ibid., p. 283)
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&3 AR ‘other’ 37 WTR (FUoMFA €% AIFHIFAT €I (TSI
gHYE |

. B e Ehem Wl gme | ey b
yiarge @b SIAEA (FF-TNT TEaE 9IB oy e e
@FIES AR, 114 &I oY ANER BIFe™ stevl aa atad
WA (| Sete WiNgl qwAfe, AR (i qwawE saet WY
Ay @3 (A wdae fay's am few o wiws nma
‘A~ §-3% A 4519 73’ (doctrine of totality and relatedness) azal
NTR Ff7 @3: GBYE WANTECE (RN AR | fared weE wal @e
AR A=Y Gl [Tq© T AT €F (DA (T (W@ Qi
@A) 31871F Ao qre AT 3tE qe crs g A
csuia fes fafa 7ol 3fare wfeara Ael et sta 71 | et wfre
@ 39 [Afoefa c4te faryg w1991 93 9 WA (rare @ AU
213 | (FNE ©IQT WBIE AA Y1 | oy @B 3B eme  Aicad
oA @F5 FMB-FBA wyA sitered ww va-fegas  =fsfafs
(anti-thesis) &N FaCs Pira woced wq@d faw=caa (negation)
IS AT T 0w | 4o Ael o W, oy s qreE
Tl @1F AJF TPIS (negate) T3 (I y  @F B 29 Foite dfes
(limit) ITace &9 Tt (negate) Farg | By 4fes (limit)
FANFE A0 (negate) F21 M boN® #2311 (A TSAE
faa a1 Awte 739 (negation) Fwe, (FANA TR GoEBrE LEIR
(negate) FAT= (AN {44177 (negation) wiwy (3% wilT Fara
W1 few faved AR e R (negation) crraen — ars
ote PSR A oMia T cdtm Afece doctrine of
relativity 37 @1 2R A1 R v @ farvs ev ga
relativity 371 (7 el rigid AT e e sives
wiatted witafe | faate w4 Pringle-Pattison-g corstoa) a3
739 WCdE AER | 40 M (7 WA o I qoww By fof
Fuemes G3FTag ‘doctrine of relativity’ farss oifireg NSRS



CELART T T3S

T 2Ty T FACAS A4 I TG ACRF TIHE FAS AT A | @-
w13 (3-7re) cerw Tt f 5afrag afes 7o) 9 © wAe AreE
gowia Sfewta ag |

IS (FITA (VI (@ ITT 9BCE @2 (A3 (W CWea cqrolerE
YAl B MM | (@ Ao (FI@ FATH WA cwea Avr
“ta o” Mfers frgelfas e FEFAN @ FF FF @A
VI §9 FaeA | 34rie Antwetfgs 4. cArgaifes (P. Sorokin)
AT Ty AT AWG-ITGW (wrwe AIG13 217 ATEA | 6iF
TG Fee  Anifae 3t (3, AWifes @ w3fevs fazwr
ANFIAGS) AT T AN A DI, e Il i
fazfore 28 7| 3z fafsa «ita @ fafgy goteiire Aol @ wegiea
PIPNT A1 T I8N Ir7 @ iisle | @rE B qF o
Ty AT 4140 (551 91 @rwiiel @ MFe) 27 qig oy 47 |

framsireg e sifes fafe-dfefefe-wfafen g foal “dtus
wgeTgd T WINCH @S TT 5Tene, W @2 TiAfEEbrad faetens v
feag fag-cateey wwa RAes efwe WR— 9-IY JFFY G
ANIHSG (23] (1 ©G8- NI FqCT F| (AAtfan @3 Ife ransw
(1 (1 fafoa @ agsa ww fewife wtafes 2ua srarz o”R wwan
2aforarg w4y 3Ue (arsta @ wid wwCe fauifas 43rs coirared «€ag
o WF wrwy AR @3 wha FwEC ¢ FRIALIAIT LIS
CBTATZN |07

yed, “...it may be taken up and superseded in a wider and fuller truth.
And in this way we might pass, is successive cycles of finite existence, from
sphere to sphere of experience, from orb to orb of truth: and even the
highest would still remain a finite truth : and fall infinitely short of truth.
But such a doctrine of relativity in no way invalidates the truth of the
revelation at any given stage.” (Pringle Pattison, Two Lectures on Theism
p. 61-62)

ser, “The data also lead to a correction of the Hegelian or similar
‘dialectical’ formula, concerning the types of rhythm and the number of
,beats’ in recurring processes. The famous formula of a three-beat rhythm
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@BNCAE ©1F @ AAE @R @3 god w7 S www ey
sraEifa fages stare | wiFiase odcga  (Formal Logic)
wsrs7fe (Law of Identity) ¢ fataty f\fers (Law of Contradic-
tion) (ZTE JAFIT ITAEA @R ATy A FR=ergs Aigity fas-
@rFq nee Ghaeies fayEa ¢ fAFse Fqe Gravyd | SiAw
fags witateal A (FAAN (3 I ANF A [T @ wdwle
wof-f7a1s @ wfastaine Fsgras 7ial af ¢ fags e | Stwr
cibrgbetry St 3@ ANSSLIE (totality) s wfrefreEl-Te
(relativity) %13 F1217 FqAS 14 faray gqwg woisifar o RFd
staneala YA HEENRSCT WAy FAT | AT G
1B Faw, fania 4z @ an+ie ot Nem AU win arae B3
qECriae] Al g2 BT eEd @3 @3 obd Ay W@
T3famw (wyy qaved 1 113 faife (fafe-wfefye-sfafe ) =ia
Sta «fesitw e @ wowifre sg a1 12 v®

SHTshs «ag Fgatttele

3> WOE BIANAIPE SAPIa AN oI e Prafes | foy
513-5171 “Cele (1 BiRiTAThE Sagaaty faaga 2afes, o @e iy
Maurx-43 (5174 #7%fes | Marx s{7¢ 7ary 3a19 #d TAIAAF T
TR AH LC Weaw, 3l ied wietfoe wae | weat
Marx 913 (@4 fAE9 ot Fiaqe T3 i srare , (efq ara
Awsifgs (w3 31437 ¢ Trayfiiaanziss e farws awiafes-

‘Thesis-antithesis-synthesis’, to which it is maintained all process can
be reduced, 1s not universally applicable.”” (Sorokin, Social and Cultural
Dynamics Vol. 11, p. 203)

““Hegel's formula describes only one of the many varities of rhythm ...
It exceeds legitimare generalisation.” (Sorokin, Vol I [6:d, p. 208)

svs, ‘“‘Hegel’s own logic, with all senseless hocus-pocus of its tr 1ads
utterly fails to prove his position.”
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Aftafes o4 edida fofe feoma aze wamem | Marx-93 +q
Engels @3t w9ty woaifot «% Wfe fan fogdt wrivems sares |
fog Fiite Stera fage @ 1T wriresa @2 9 TiEeRie
Afeq fawrs (771 awed Ife aowe, ©1F wa1T catate frcaes arm
s A w9 @7 aoa et TmhE @ G157 w3 4ra
e @3 caetet facwd e gwta wrares T TS ) (o
A% (I [ g gfe- eaiera sawtad wars | ©q ot Marx-
43 %438} Marxianta 937 (AF oy STAGR 799, @) @
BT GIY TIFTATOIT F40F g 4139 I . Plekhanoy GG
#4198 G Marxian 4% GINEEBE-T% | o watreiahia
Afsrs @a formal sifazs e Sitantsal weatem, afre o1 Sicasaln
Y59 (0T wel O AN T 2B (it 7w C&Tsia (-
79 Ife @ 7518 frares, 317 sidvs Ageq @ wams4 ] ifer
43-73 wEAA| BT Ba-Audta) ferares a1 (¢ 14te chare 15
T FRRIP, CALIAS BT IS b1 (AY| AAR N, (49 Fefu srsga
" one of the greatest Marxians™ |

> Plekhanov-43 443 4fe 5% W% (3 Heraclitus, Hepel wa:
Murx s {q4rie Ao eimitaads Tfetd Formal Logic-932
<f sare S wfaasd oty It WA Frares |

“Chinkers as profound as Heraclitus, degel and Marx have
found 1t more satsfactory than the formula “‘yes is yes and no is

no” a formula solidly based upon the three fundamental laws of
thought...”3%°

3. Plekhanov-ga e yfe @3f 9weq | sifeeg cires
Dualectics @utq 28, 9 sifewtga (wa A afsraa Jfoara;
LBra A | (S TeTe

“The movement of matter underlies all the phenomena of
Nature. But what is movement ? It is an obvious contradiction.”

—_— ——— e ———

2. Dialectic & Logic by Plekhanov in Fundamental Probiems of
Marxism.

)
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(T 38 T4 SN, T (7 FMACANTHT 9IB T ¥Hiw T
QN 17 (Fo1w Uberweg-az e wifie #t=1 Law of Identity
sontfv N8 1| I @ il IE, @I vAmty = @i
<3l e gged (P oI faors ge-frre wite fo A, e @
42 G173 SASITT (T IMA IQO SITA “Tire” faal “qiy” <
o 1l | @wA IPifes wrag AT 8 oftwl 87 @7 wiEsia
faraita a1 @AITA IS 7T 7T €32 (A3 53-8 | 78 W=

TTE 6 W3R (AFS 06 |
“A body in motion is at a given point and at the same time,

it is not there,”"*?

sife fafanle atfe g9 ijf%t@? contradiction & 431 “iTT MY,
“obvious contradiction™ @3z IFH «T3 FITA <33 T T{TRE €<
@3e) fag & a3 @ @F Gt ORIl wBa sl wim g
Plckhanov ¢qa fa| w3 w6xif 7 fogdl cdatfa cotreg was
Tatsifea © fefag TS ¢+tarew . “we scem to be between the
horns of a dilemma.” 39 2@ @il Afew TFia A, 77
siferz iz 3l | oifS R oAt Wfs, @ g2z «Tlirs Feig
Fai oo | oifers Rva we grarA logic-ez  Identity Rfe
TBIA T oA Al | ©r7 @ cEEife@ swigitag et Plekkanov
farmrga 1 “‘Let us see if there is no way of escaping it,” f&a
St farae oraBtE il Antaiw fwrs sitaw fa | @@ (73 @g
9| J=@fE Frares (7 oifs Ta® contradiction ; fs (7 N wigrs
contradiction (¥ ¥ioty, (A wFEFIT TPRT T HIAIB
HATMNT I W1 GIeTeiy Fwemen ©iF 9317 FFS R

aata-irerE Sfed

“The movement of matter underlies all the phenomena of
Nature. But motion is a contradiction— we must consider the
question dialectically, i. e. to say, as Bernstein would phrase it, in
accordance with the formula “yes is no and no is yes.”

>%3, Plekhanov, Ibid.
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“Hence, we are compelled to admit that as concerns this basis
of all phenomena we are in the domain of the ‘“logic of contra-
diction,*31*?

T Aqfe FAE 33, (B ANT-37 fAEAfs 2iwta 1 *F qig-
17 fAFfe FFa2 (S 17 7F faber 71 | But motion is a con-
tradiction, we must consider...3onfq @@ fafar fafss Fate @
Foen “E-F A" 93z ‘Al TwE B’ 1 993 we are compelled 1o
admit genifr 3wyifw | F F motion contradictory (AZEE ca
fowmis @ dAutdairas | o9 ofF Wt &% |

“4tq WY g6l gHIe By @ Plekhanov sifer wfaraia
TEIICE CAATTS CHTATRN | T @

a. “‘But when an object is as yet only in a course of becom-
ing we often have a good reason for hesitating as to our reply.
When we see a man who has lost most of the hair from his
cranium, we say that he is bald. But how are we to determine at
what precisc moment the loss of the hair of the head makes a
man bald 9”

=% B4 7 Ieers Plekhanov-92 3fsw 3ty @3 (o 337 %
@1 (73 BYF ~irore ©4q BT w313 (*H AT WB , [T U we
=% 7% @ AT 37 7o FMI A @R T THIAT §A T Ticow
(e Hfifeg, LA 5 9 T 38-2 I A, AW OF e bald wa:
not-bald 93-2 438 AH GR @WIZ FIE | @8 Plekhanov-ag
7 sfe 1o afoeie | aditae (i@ “refusing to distinguish” James.
eq oAt | (g % (I qEE (AT Bie e, (@A TR A,
Ty g IYE IS FT, BIT ATOrE «R ATG W | @ (N £17{4
Ife | bald Fews €3Bi WilT A @ WF, T4 ©17 definition
3 =tz 717, Sdte 3ABa connotation 37 Frw TMF, B 97T wrd
bald @3 not-bald ¢3%F FNA Il wA N | I I EIFHE
bald 3ol 37, ®A ©tF not-bald €% FiTA o1 LA A1 | HIfY

Y. Pieknanov, 1bid.
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bald Fewe =i 3far = 2w =B T 77, A% N7 Ffafed o Aire, sz
¢47W fayl @ FIT WIFTH F 0B

b. “A youth on whose chin down s beginning to sprout is
certainly growing beard, but we cannot for that reason speak of
him as bearded. Down on the chin is not a beard, although it
gradually chunges 1nto a beard. Ifthe change is to become
qualitative, 1t must reach a quantitative fimit 3"

9ATAG F% wad confusion, beard wa: down ¥ 4 [T G
141 FB1 Sifein [ofan, @@ Plekhanoy 31413 47378 ¢ (e
ao7we down 3% TeE< w{re bearded @@ bALT v 17 M| wI|4
:2 0 beard 37aT%, T4 o1 ©{T2 not-bearded 44 57& @+ v Beard
sa: down- 93 NiTa FEED Awra, 983 <174 bearded @ez not-
bearded &' Tratfea « wrq for s gl wrAtd 4iqEia @<
beirs #1172 1 Down gq1ta1g SEIMe, “a9F ¢ 719972 bearded
qETEG, 74 w== bearded 3@ 319 w4 bearded YT ¥ & (et
443 @74 bearded 47.2{3 FqE bearded 932 not-bearded FTB
A3 G F 445 178 20705t 39 94l . Quantitative AfaqEH
4B T @y, o giTA, AR gdsis  qualitative vfaadw «B, 7wl
a@tn fafart #fae zo gtw, @eyn (WA faete, 993 FHCE o
w @i A% $41 ber ATA W Afeasw-faga weNw 7 TNl War
«7aq uq3) qualitatively 9% | <782 FI 14 TI3] T9H9 5T,
< i%e Ble 670 “7aRIT GIY) WA T . TATE ALTH|S
s | “Downed” Si7gits “‘bearded” o fepro? 6errd w11 | IIrwE
THEAE 933 ST AN QR H-AHAR 72 @ GE ) i
AR 2F @97 QR golwe i 33 wwe | e
CBTOTEA & LA QO THa— wag &6 vl Trsg | Time-
factor-3 97 (FT I4AA ANt 7 | Firad wId FIYICE S BT
fRois ST WA TR FACS (AR | 9B A% (7 [FTS IO

XS l;—:;i\huncvv 1bid.
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BA-faYTS Wire $1a MFrS o HAF AT A7 oiE | 8 via
o @B Fi-fagre wive, AAAWS < B FA-RITT 7B 944
fo% | 5% @33 TPrs 1 at a given point and at the same time
it is not there, %7 sMTa M | QAT at the same time @) e
Q. S LTAYS 93t (3T 373 A 3798 “at the next point of time ™

«1te® 5 contradietory S(tafl W@y sT® “(7d successive mo-
ments-4, @&¥ Y5 a¥: Professor E. F. Carritt {University
College, Oxford) « sars #1¢  wiiensm) avares | fofd @8 tme
lactor-«a fora: 4% avate ATaren e avemEA on oAl AfeTa
—(WE fefe realnue ogic arem ) fawra 93 csrseng farais-
cxfEs afes o o@we wrave of fofade |

“Hegelians & Marxists often unite in asserting the necessity
for this dialectic logic if we are to give any account of chanec,
which they assert could not be done by the “old”" or as I should
say, realistic logic, because it denied that the same thing could
have contradictory statements made about it. But the realistic
logic never made any such assertion. It simply denied that the

same thing could have contradictory statements made about it
truly ““at the same time.”

“IF it was true that a thing was moving it was not at the ~ame
fime true that it was at rest.  And if you question that, you ques-
tion the possibility of real change. And it was Aristotle himself,
a formulator of realistic logic, who added that of every changing
thing contradictory statements must be true at successive

moments. T it was moving then it “was’ here and now is not
here,”> 14

CHITRI 3@ o3 Fary perix @2 §bst, moving '@ at rest 9238 5T
AR | A% aF W A7 @ WS AT, T ARISTE oAl
FNE I T Fiq Aferta oifaqda wiata s T T
Uberweg-93 sta1w3 a1 cars #td |

y48.  Garritt, Aspects of Dialectlcal Materialism.



aSb CTIE TR

“To every definite question, understood in a definite sense, as
to whether a given characteristic attaches to a given object, we
must reply either yes or no ; we cannot answer yes and no.”’3%¢

&4 Plekhanov &t 51+ yes and no 43% 3% & (TS “NTE |
{9 A “yes is no and nois yes” &5 Plekhanov @z (T
AN 48 AT Atad Q1 cunaad are) gl wR ghvs ferares
TS time factor (¢ (¥ 27 7 W32 favsiga s ¥ GFACES (4T~
(6’7 | |

o. Plekhanov-93 ¢\ 4547 tq8 5313 | sfewy (ATiTe
fsirm o1t ¢ogBta Formal Logictas 1319 aare 3737 | Formal
Logic-93 s fsar@| e 21873 waz oo 9@l STENIE ABra SIFTET-
fbrea #farary | &7 Plekhanov sia9 @3 53037 F047 SiAITASHICES
arivFed 63 (Aifee afgs 476 favdy sTamew 93z Formal Logic
2%, SIS siFiEmabes Afereds 998! y®Hit® I special case
M@ | @3 e uy fola fafafas sira aytam stace |

Matter 3r% ©ifd , 4: matter-43 «faaéa 375, (e 1w
ygae ofers | few sifeq #7& @3 matter-93 2@l (mole-
cules) F4W1Z 4q=07E AF ANTAS H GT-9F0! I@IA WIA|
TSy | €% 3% e (U3 ot fepwitaia w9 B R 4R TOHA
wigl A (stable) 4127z 933 Wwd gere sifary (rere @, oA
a7 warg Formal Logic-93 «#\fe9rat3 ¥i6ra | Plekhanov-44
IRk

"‘But the molecules of matter in motion, becoming conjoined
one with another form certain combinations ; things, objects, such
combinations are distinguished by more or less marked solidity ;
They exist for a longer or shorter time, and then disappear to be
replaced by others... But as soon as a particular temporary com-
bination of matter has come into existencc as a result of the eter-
nal movement of matter, and as long as it has not yet disappeared

sae, Uberweg, System of Logic.
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owing to the same movement, the question of its existence must
necessarily be solved in a positive sense.” 3¢
Towq ITH 93l IS wg! T Atate, aowq 35l @is viafR,
“has not disappeared” Tv®e W7 F 3T w1 frrs? 37T, Hfe
&) fRal 71, 93 oS A | IIAARHFT FIAWY GLBIZ waHTH
ZeTe beRd Al | (T (HL{NT gHis faracew | 1 (x® farwn #09
Venus &30 itz & /Y, €77 13| feyly qare 33 “4", af ¢z
coufa faten @ go Alte fa &, 017 SERIFG @ wI A
79 (@ y Plekhanov watq furgres :
“It means that when we are concerned with disttnct objects.
we must, in our judgments about them, follow the above-men-
tioned rule of Uberweg’s and must in general conform to the

fundamental laws of thought. 1In that domain there prevails the
formula agreeable to Bernstein, “yes is yes and no is no.”**"

Plekhanov wzaig wem gfata corew, f&% silaiwa 4831 (@nsg
2 (3T, WHATAA [WaA" 2tog A1 | 3 are  distinct object 37#3. wig
FCE CiAEaHs faga | fefa distinct 7% aets &) @R 5 7@
W ryte 1“3 13ty fefa reren

“When we are asked a question as to the reality of an object
which already exist, we must give a positive answer’, 173
qECEA -

“To every definite question as to whether an object has this
characteristic or that, we must respond with a yes or no. As to
that there can be no doubt whatsoever.””?1”

afq (@it 3% Aoy Aoy wfgeNa 3tz 4173, ©7F $19 RATg as e
73 (A wtg | (@afd 7w (FitA a2a @ iwi %9 characteristic (4t
410, (A8 W9 TICHS WS 304 (7 4B Sire | @4 oy 70 98 (3,
“distinct object”’-9q WA Bl We @y 3t 7 AW wfEaERRNA

>qe, Plekhanov, 1bid.
»a9  Plekhanov, /bid.
»av. Plekhanov, Ibid.
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T {¥RY ¥, 93 Plekhanov-¢z 371 3 71| Ffgq fawia @
Plekhanov-u7 Giaeela €& g2 A (3 Gred Hiee JeR (e
+fa3&afm | afr 1%} 77, ©q (o1 Formal Logic-43 @Y1 T3
(W% WA | F199 Plekhanov-93 717, (7 3%l “in the course of
becoming” @32 (7 @4fBra (1A a7 ‘in the act of losing... or in
the course of acquiring...’ (%33% @ w9 4w Formal Logic
(AFTA | A wifA 932 Plekhanov S(w@ (g ILACEA (T HINATEH
agaren wzar «faafee st @fte “in the course of becoming.”
#1twg Formal Logic @3 H17 (F11¥ v

937 436} FI1T 2737 Plekhanov firares | sowq oty Awaraf
3% ST5a17 79192 (4rF 7E wowq Formal Logic 4i5ta 1 oniai¢
#fa36R o7E T TN M1 ANT (T (ST WA ©IF qWCA (o[0T 43
STFTA ASH AN 12 (73, $¢= Dialectic #@fwraz ¢y fomitg stz
TR |

“The combinations which we speak of as objects are perma-
nently in a state of more or less rapid change. In proportion as
such combination remain the same combination, we can judge
them in accordance with the formula “yes is yes and no is no™.
But in proportion as they change to a degree in which they ccase
to exist as formerly, we must appeal to the logic of contradic-
tion....”3*?

O T STTFE 29N 194G 93 (7 (FH] AAIMA 3| IB2 IS
“same combination” #iza. & | =7 afw (APt 31 4w Bifaw wA 9T
“14&T F7 37 =77 Plekhanov 2873 4es 1734 (4 “(IN’ A 379
®iz% Formal Logic-437 &i@s( 431 273 | wiTs1@ 3B2 “more or less
marked solidity”7 3tg« fsfw @raren | fa Plekhanov-¢q @ #1473
fAst® a5l 13 917 feg 97 1 “more or less marked solidity™ (g%
T, (oA S “cease to exist as formerly.” Ivarel @fe ATE
“faaf wa stens, Tm “faada b srare s sifere | 6w cia

sa  pPleknanov, Ibid.
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‘{{t@l @M FT FAIFT WO (A2 ‘ceased to exist as formeriy™
To CATSHATR 7 ATOE ZC6E O WITHF TFE6F 77671 (AT fom, 2lee =
qIEY 7 OIT LA T (T AT 8 AR, “ceased to exist us
formerly”. faadma i fofars wia cfhwre o 44 w@l (2
fafen a7 ITTwd oD T 7AW fardn e 4f7aftos 27 7, ©oe
wit Formal Logic fwtai8 {513 @ate 3rq €3 74 (A0 o9 Afaqsa
4 SR 8 =B, T (AE TIT FATS T BT (7 rea e fr e
523 | Plekhanov-93 &7a7d WitH ©f 5071 @3 29 (1 “faqsw To -
(BT CT9 431 Al °7TC THY T(IF (7P 438" (same thing) 7
4TS 30T ; @3 (13 Wl +fgqEw WIWITHA (piry 43 Aere B A<
TAN (AT FES 30T AFH JITAITT 37 A6 @R AAEIE € A
478 (same thing and not the same thing) |

@ g&y &4 @3ret Plekhanov- 99 3547 faw (74 fara1 78 1T % .
+199 fImitag fa1s s 68 (T woiTed Faw 4P LTER YIS I
A (Tog €3} (T AArFS 93 77 e wfeas 256 aiemm T oigs -
w13-43B1 T Sitg | Plekhanov-44 24 (305ehT @& WA HGI1#"
rigterid Ao fawrad w1 #1ge siaveahs Nfea A7 aus
53 @3 (1 WOTOR NI I% TAHAE TIPSO AT, @reie
7Y% 2T Y6 fArwTe negate I contradict agTE | O e
wgi# foafrm wfaraian, a1aq Haa n@ld wfadiv sfagsres wg Wy
beg | F1ws Plekhanov (3 e1q{q (@1TA) 33T QAT 2
+faasn® e R wa Wrared €32 ©ial sraiEahes a5 s
AF| ITACEH, @ TY 1T T qSIMWrEs dfge wae |

fe® Plekhanov 72" 3reme~ Formal Logic wiq{a oiui7e«-
fBraa® Wb 1ATHE WY W@, G $i7 <@ AFAAE (A T

#iferare | $ta W “Just as lnertia is a special case of move-
ment, so thought in conformity with the rules of formal logic
(in conformity with the fundamental laws of thought) is a special
case of dialectical thought.”*:¥*

sve, Plekhanov, Ibid.
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@1t Plekhanov-«7 @8 w17 fawwdd | Inertia €33 movement-
@3 (3 7§, Formal Logic w32 Siuitasires sty fa i datad
A%& 9 Inertia @3 ¥qw4 movement-933 1Y ,— F1Twg Inertia
@& special case 3r® +Mta1 {&® Formal Logic f& waitezhs
4T WIYT 7 GOHF AT (ITATEE A AGY T R RS )
e T A @A A Nfewranre o3 f[riE s eii-
o8 F@l 57 ¢ (zrore Formal Logic-a9 ®ife-fewiea fawea 13
(TR TR S1F BT TAhs dfeaa fefe Btem wtarex| woired #dw
»qFre® contradiction WAT1ZE W |ITw, 93 ©g3 | Dialectic-ag
«i9 ¢ wigtar Formal Logic viniteaforeas fares «abl 533 ¥i@
4] ITF S ANI ¢

faers, Formal Logic s (7|3 (w7l 27 93 3te1 (7 Logic Igeral s
1o @ F93e 413 (AF IeTs I¥L +If3asw Arge identical rar WA
(4 | wwee Identity 3tal (i fefast AAtca 3, F139 7Y 33
«fgafes =g | fe¥ «s4dta watra aal wte (a Formal Logic-93
'99q @ (VAT wTIF o fofedin | oraital afes 3l wa A site
517 69q Wt ITH ©3973 ©1TF ats) (rewi waifes | For-
mal Logic #f436<t& 1419 34 A, @ {9411 | Formal Logic-9g
Identity ¥1zq successive gréd Identity 77! Same Igrda
Identity. Ram is Ram 3 @8ta 337 373 : 3 (3 qFS M0
TN @ rA 5F F qPS G IS’ , rEq JLE A¥ | &R 4B
S{gr\": &1t not-Ram 3&| fafe=w | &g Formal Logic-99 @33l Fia1q
¢3TS a4l (3 (7 successive moments-a AT «f7afee 7w FeAN
7w f3s % wfaga atm g Ramis not Ram &3l successive
moments-q AT | TIFANT G-SYRFS ] FACS FJ (T successive
moments-98 (I Az Ramis not Ram, w3its8 7w 78 (Not-Ram)
WA “f3e” afqea @itawtg Ram 771 A3 74 negation 31
fa @t | FITA7 Foarer aspectq qWE A (SR (IIA, (SATA
TG aspeci-a FITAT ~F6T 77 (4, AT (72 N3 ToiA oAICE
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(u aspectq +{faa6A 77 7, (1% aspect-q AW 713 Witz (Ram is Ram)
432 (T aspect-a T #if73fe® 3taT= 12 aspecta AT 4w W (Ram is
not Ram). #{t%% Formal Logic-43 Wt Ram Feaaa successive
moments-q ST 4Ca! aspecta 3% SAFTE AT 7 | FNTHF ~AfaqEH
oA | oAl Formal Logic ~faasars 9313 373 11 way identity
IBYENTT B193e T ("7 (takes them in repose) «? wferaiTsiq
&ftarg fefg (2% | Formal Logic Ftai IT& in repose €3
@F A

%R oiREdhrag wudraa, (7 AR 2% WAl relative \@ tempo-
tury repose .( SigAfwr 31 winfae ¥ifaw ) T.417 902 fax Formal
Logicrag fogmrdq vy 91717 331 o1&, &3 Woerds | @R Sfais
N7 M & AAfHS a1 wicafw= repose sifeas wadl wRewli@ @
L A2 WY WA, BITHE 9% IS AN [F &er,& | 199 repose
(< T ANTHB (A8, WIAfFF SiIe /| | Wig WitAfwE repose BIAEA
repose W¥ | H(WCS {68 | repose IWHt TEAI «@ag fiction Wid |
<[t&% ©tMq @3 wifq, (v Formal Logic v1¥iteipiraas wiawl farg,
Aol8 oiesis | fareraw 9B 5% 43t logicta® wjlom d AP
AFtq 303 el ©imA inconsistancyd FH{T 35 F (6§ A% |
@It Kornilov-97 4361 3fe g fefig aits fefws Plekhanov-¢7

ursq dfewfs srares :

“Laws of dialectics are distinguished in this way from the
analogous and well-known laws of formal logic— the logic of
1dentity, the laws of contradiction, and the law of the exclusion of
the third. The last-named law applies to things and prucesses in
their complete form, as if they were in a state of repose™. *¥*

@it Kornilov, Siaiteflraa s formal logic-wa #Hidraz
Y18 LA | SITHA gI0AT ogfe «R AfFal 98-8 fanqe 1 aah
Tl AfGaERE 777 THA , WATE GNA T AW HATET T ow

93 ATa8 WTT

svd. sychologies of 1930, pp 260
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“But 1t 1s hardly worthwhile to say much about this— to say
that nothing in the world is in absolute repose and that the very
conception of repose has arelation and conditional meaning, being
only a particular and temporary part of motion... From the point
of view of dialectical materialism, the laws of formal logic arc
only particular instances of the laws of dialectic logic.***

#qx Jfgla m¥ Kornilov-97 fedm 3feha weoife a8, aq
RIS @FTATU 9§ TR SIAGH F91 grare Formal Logic-+
crattaRbraa? fare ool syl won wate, yEe wead fifer |
fow #awli3 W1A1F Il 306 (T 9N 7F~E-faraiy |

“"Thus we see that the laws of dialectic differ fadlcally from
the laws of formal logic...” ¥

&. Plekhanov-93 534 3@qe¢ fafswea' Formal Logic 1<
ST «F Aged Slop WA 93 (wi@e avifie 2o
Plekhanov ata@. motion-99 (FatFe Formal Logic $4TAY T«
{fBra wat¥ (R, Taiv, heat ¥FITCwq sife (movement) ; 72
Y419 otfe w4re 37T (3% (mechanical movement) ®{g Tate, wib
et wter i 4a7aq sife (movement) | Plekhanov a7aE, I3 @< -
a2 s sHaFcag sifers «fa4s 27, ©ax Tiafreahzs AfE Q15
a1 1 (¥%x mechanical motion 34« heat-¢ ifqs4s z7, w47 Uberweg-
59 ATAI Afe WA aens 377 “9% 91fe 27 mechanical motion
—T-F— 3917 " @Id 3% Deide B @3 Teiw Ale T (It
1> heat and mechanical motion both) ¥F¥! I& &4 1 .

“When wc have to do with the passage from one kind of
movement to another (let us say, with the passage from mecha-
nical movement to heut) we must also reason in accordance with
Uberweg’s fundamental rule. We must say “this kind of motion
is either heat, or else mechanical movement or clse— and so on.
That Is obvious. But if so, it signifies that the fundamental laws

:v}. Ibid, p. 260
sve, Kornilov, Psychologies of 1930, p. 261
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of formal logic are, within certain limits, applicable sho to
motion,” ¥

aqitAe Plekhanov #fagtq 277 am@a f@ motion-wa CBTR 31 (a0
viAEdle A1HT3 T 1wy that 15 obvious @3 ¥ aq M wiw
SIS | TIAIERRT 47 /€ wArea waat gar99 movement-a3
AfaTalY Witz w32 SiarEefas Fitw? 41Bra 1 Plekhanoy @7 ®wraa
¥e® erattaehry g7 Sifea faraid 73 f5 v

ST STl (el TR @ TrameEe s13e | ormal Logie- 94
{38 T 3C® MAe 711 FlF & BITH @ 3ii«7a% Formal
Logic-93  Siifyney SaTiee o172 ©f 9@ . (3-Rd A% beA AW qH <A
sifeqfbre W 3T, IF-AT 4B (@ATH @NA ST AW -
Afewren «i6ts, (T QAT (WA movement-94 (AT A F5 435-
e et 21be

Plekhanov-93 418 3t @3

“The inference once more 1s that didlectic does not sngpioss
formal logic, but merely deprives the laws ol {formal logie o1 the
absolute value which metaphysics have asciibed to them. 2= ¥

Plekhanov /gm0 3jta quaicea, Formal Logic »ar% winfg g @3
% B1 absolute | FAFIAA I '@ ATAIS 208 «174 41 | CFITRI (17
i elAieTRlired wifiser fwla FAs oa o GiNEl &7 wTld
o {7578 facafs | (Tl Wi (71 GRITeTred (1sieA 43T 41 A
93; %4aE (1 Formal Logic-93 3@ Afs el aefaqgRE, @ 29
(99 @S2 «wiq rafe | Formal Logic- 93 @ et aw fra
VRIF QAT (T 58 (@I T @ (@IT] (=198 yfewiore ©i73
+1498) 309 “fta 7+ Plekhanov 93 1753 areas .

“While we pay to the fundamental laws of formal logic the
homage which is their due, we must remember that these laws

sv8, Plekhanov, Ibid
swe. Plekbanov, Ibid
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are only valid within certain limits, within limits which leave us
free to pay homage also to dialectic.”’*¥"

afersd ATH @ CFE Ied (W@ ope @ wNA i
cifarafe | Formal logic-(F S#-at) (o183 «a§ oricfess epiqares
fitale TiAITaRHIEd (T 29143 Plekhanov $+f3® g | $14
7 @fesitn (3 38 SitF §fe 8 88 w3l gwta 7 w7 fofd @ax
Fael fararsd waea i@ (wea faatad @3l @ e

ewifas 3@ at

“That motion is a contradiction in action, and that, consc-
quently, the fundamental laws of formal logic cannot be applied
1o 1t .

4% o7 3 Ma(ars 917 4a0ad @l s fofa watqaraa W1 wts-

1% (3T @3 T1gA YAIIGAIZ AL | FWQ) corsirerd yfeata |«
Amw @ srga quatefe fasrz srafe @3 (efArafe ¢z motion-a4
(FLEe SIANEIBIed wifd wraifes e 531w ga 413017 @la @a
w7 ¢ ©iFi9T faaitsa @ ita W7 vas |
wiesl @erl mrwe W (e YIERhE ws Age SiTAlH
034 fa | aFens @-7R0s $19 fovala; a3 4Ifwabl fage @icn.
AT | HAF AAAFI A GHALFE AP FALA | T AMA
O3 HTSI9 AL | SIFCT Sv00 WA Psychologies of 1930 Rfu
251%-80F (F. G, FATS [AFT AT HITAFGE THFH [P wire -
51 FACEA | @ HIQF FACN? @ioweri-97 s oferq s@wle a4,
e WA ; oq foy fog ¥HI @l F3 Ae Qg woaifawa
QF | AN A BB AT (3517 9 147w F9 (747 | @A W]
@Al AgReT ANAFAlS e f 7 vrawaghe afarra 6aeg |
wiwAcsa (Kornilov) 3wt 51 39417 Fia9 «¥ «ag oo oiqfas
O (T fT@miwe wwda oranahs tare e ¥ 2435 7ifF }A |
aFA SiEhed foas qars 7R 51AE (Wfds @ eFTd

svs.  Plekhanov, Ibid
sva.  Piekhanov, Ibid
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TR AN | SHANETOrd @2 feB <44t F@ 3reg : 3. Mutual penc-

tration of opposites, 2. Negation of Negation @32 . Transforma-
tion of quantity into quality and vice versa | WA 4B @&
T3 foms 7w fasta 3afe |

. Interpenetration of opposites :

9% @ 7 b3S ©irarl ATiATl (AfAw Fares | $17 wee @§ Afed
ooy BINeRiea Ade Mfe v @3 Afe fofq ovstene wgas
FAR ATITY BLACEA | 31T ©reiE

“The bifurcation of unity and the knowledge of its contradic-
tory parts is the main point, one of the essentials, one of the chicl
—if not the principal— peculiarities or features of dJialecties.
This is how Hegel viewed the question. The identity of opposites
(or nature, their “units”) is the recognition of contradictory,
mutually excluding, opposite tendencies in all the phenomena and
processes of nature, spirit and society.” *""

G 7 et fagifase ata Fem| IF 50I0% €I THFF WG
247 faFmel wity, O-3Y1e Sr@d FIF WACT | AN (FINFT  TorS
sadq 371 oom ©4= @3 7@ 7 Law of ldentity and Contradiction
@7 faraid ov% AT catal Tesg | “Identity of opposites” =3b(3
Formal Logic-63 wemifers Sfigia $a0% | @3t contradictory
I sy faet fasifie | Formal Logic-a3 «fastaty contrary o
Tl (TR ow, @ o3| “Mutually Excluding” F15t8 stral =%
ATz @8 oY 1 @ae SO SeAAd AT Afoe Fa | wge <3
qa @3 NG AT 7B w3 identical aa fAriy F3TE |
“Is gz Is not” «a% wWx 3® “MA | dts, Formal Logic-ca
setts @ A<f ofeta F91 wg | Fiwers (Kornilov) @ i3
ofe@lx F7 AT (T GFT-9F FHEY (T @] Frag w5

wiaie #fTeTl (51T | -
“It is clear from Engels’ examples that actually reality, which

wr., K r ilov. Psychologies of 1930 p 255
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begins with machines and ends with the complicated phenomena
of social life, is saturated with mutual penetration of opposites.™

TR FH1S frarew, “attraction” @& “repulsion”.yr?

F. “An chemistry is based on the phenomena of attraction
and repulsion.”?®°

W 8 fagda cu 2farated 7B ) #7 27 (@A /A1 -
ufaes Bonwinaferg srdr 53 AT TEE (A YW IR BopmE
(AR AT Qiwde FA WIAT @R| IoMiNE faeda A |
LAElEee A\f® &5 ‘a thing s itself and not itself at the same
time,” S[ige @32 faade stig=afarail @1 ‘mutually exclusive’ | @3
TR 93 AR ST (I BAwrE afw S ¢ faade @ 533
473, O3 BiHiEEhE Aife <63 | (7 e i, o7fE simultane-
ously fagdsre afw 33, w198 @3 Afe 7e7 3@ 3w
wizfe ¢ faFia @33 7, e 9 (el q@ T | fon fed Beatwraa
(qeT a2 fon for wuta wigda @ fagdrg « 73 «fe fam wae e,
143 @3 ANCY 935 454 NAF 93 961 3 @ (A 783 ewia
4TF |y

o Ffders ey . “As to organise life, the cleverest proof
of the second law of dialectics are the phenomena of lifea and
death.  ‘The negation of life’, says Engels, *“1s by 1ts very nature,
tounded in life itself so that lite is always thought about in rela-

tion to its unavoidable result, included in it from the embryo—
death. The dialectic comprehension of life is just this— to live

means to die.”
A QAR (FOIEE §HTRhE fAraten W3 wia wArRE (ife...

involves the germ of death : Wallace, The Logic of Hegel p. 148)
wfowfa araren | Ftwewea FHe T; “cleverest proof” e = A,
T Q@ ST O T (AL 2R vfarAfe | siehs g

.w», Kornilov, lbid p 256
:a«, Kornilov, bid p 256
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wANE zewl 85w : Life is life and nbt life (— is death) f&w qrem
fAre? Jreme Y7 TR WA unavoidable result, sfrge #fadfe |
@139 '@ g7 identical 77 1 «r : Life and Death @33 %ol 31 37
A | FIF ALEF SIS ONA I IS A AT, T 9 3R-9F
A% e | “HEE P |1 “Identity”’ @& 91 A7 | G|HS (B T3
+fgeisi @ wirda confusion Bz |

sf. “Struggle of Heredity and adaptation.”” (Engels) :

92 7R afers Siad arared, 5% A Feaw 11 Heredity
@7 adaptation— a o6l (3 fa@m =fe, @ 33 D@t a1 Heredity
@A iRl owta ANfastifires wgzEe TS AMF @R G owa
frasta o B 7 |

w wiel Heredity @32 adaptation-43 igj SIEARHI-TIS
#fraty widtE otz ¢ AW e 93P wel 4fF w7 og el «sE
wird '@ Fira fafer 3o sfita /1 |

9. “Unity of movement & equilibrium.” (Engels)

®. Labour & Capital :

Aiweg @ wdAife (A wfade yHi® awres— Capital &
Labour | W'e $17 NG T 7HIS fZag freated | Igenrm
A7 AT SIATEPhE e @ gHiehie dulq $3TT IR YA
@ FItAite Frare | WA WeINT wdHifea wfeeln <ley TFe
TAE 92 SAAfes Wawa faam contradiction wAiAlq wCIE
vigiahes Aferes asift 7AW" oren stare | W'z @ferwa
7t [ siftRfes Aifaraiecss Auisiaasad e 31 203 41 | AwiE-
fagée «f49\7 wda cefaraneg vy Wead 18 gou god «fedin e
5T @32 I% 8 TWed ANIH-I73F| B Iz | Opposite #fez
BT ATHT— 2318 FSGESIAAT TeG | WW(GATNT 9% TF-AT7F
71 SHAIERGE (TAiTe TE @F 95! fyea Afere e wrares,
@IET AP DA | GFe-9d SRl @3 Dfe stenl ‘Law of
the Development of nature, history & thought’ | sigfeaire;

38
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— TG 7 wofTmit cgrm fmal crsdasa 8 Afers weTatst
FAEN, @ AN (e | W AR €3 31 et F00e o
AlrE o7 fags AiTereT 39 | @A wy St wdRfer wa orm-
rRefoeea et gfere Trare o i iRBE (e |

TR 961 Y| ATATSIT TR IS 3T | CFWAAT synthesis of
opposites TeRIfia STITESATA T ST AT (T WATS '@ FAACHCR
3% FCNF %q&E (relation) wTw : distinctness \8 opposition | (F{za
(T (W@ (T opposition ATF FAAF AACE, 9T AHAZ DA
FqT | oY (WS 9% opposition-(z wfeS Wz waNla fAuEtfas
©g A wifd W R IAF 4@ AEIA AeA AGIR FPA FAND
oppose FACE | SANTHE Wivif@ (FroiEd W? Ayisia wifag fawrs |

qA-9FH FINE @A e FF wAHIT | TAEIHT T
SPITE #if4aéa a1 5if® (motion) (IR T, (HAMAE Afarsa
7@l 7arE <a~afaaid Sfe a1 vare iite, @32 Fiet | Formal
Logic-qta1 +19 %12 F1ta fawa Sfe 991 oo it 1 @wad its #3
AT %) 9TV 25T Wit (T «Fh 3BT IS FTB! WA AF~iA-
facaidi rs iR, wdle @33 7w7 Trvl fawa feq 2 3re itz |
« ¢mwt@ Law of Identityg 3t¢y 73 | @139 Law of Identity and
Contradiction & (3 «F2 A HAF Q61 [AFT w@® LIS T4
5oCe SAtA A | 5w (i B wiat wel qrac, eiwa faraid
O (FICA Al (A3 | IR TGRAT ST A @3 IR, @3 505
S AR q¢ 9FF I IGAIT LS a1 wral oN o
ity | fow P B, 9IE IS AT 9@ FIE” 53-8 3 AT
A1 @ 7t Law of Identity-3 3 @t B4fge 7| aited bt
faa T Arnenf steiwl Staml (@ 3) foreg 7ea e farntg
ACE AR TIFERBF Nfeq (@ A 74F (=73 |

ATl 2. @, ifabe (E.F. Carritt) @2 wgliq «fc 4fS wrrada
Fraees | fefw Formal Logic-93 9% wgigrs 3fata aveices :

“And of course, of any part or element of a thing a statement
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can and must be true which is contradictory of a statement true
of any other part or element. If this element is distinguished as
A then that other element is not-A.”3»?

&1 ¥HITEe labour wae capitalts g6t A7=E-ATgiR 7@ A
A7 FAAS (FAAT SHANAFBe MNfe @i NB @i iy
SINICAE fA6HE | SN SIS-qja 7 GE & TN @3 qrBl opposite
o qAtgi oA qwA | IS oy AN F6! TF B WA %5g
labour @ capital |  «3=3-f3 (a1 2Ae €A WA ferH G
FwE qrd AF=R-fary srrashs [Afea (@AtE A=id @ ®
3139 “Identity of opposites” « ¢%ta %(q“f¥® | Labour @ag Capital-
€7 Strrgy 1 Identity afw #utq FAC |7 (T, ©T32 TS
Brea 7H1% e aA1F TS ANAS | FITH2 ANTEHE 473 (7 Labour @3z
«Capital-a3 ¢¥q-fataty wtbre, StF SiRITaSHE interpenctration of
opposites-93 758 a1 5Te 7 |

ceufa or7 “ The Competition among capitalists” 93z “Imperi-
alistic wars between separate countries’ 37if78 @3 F14ra ©iFiTES-
Bara ania sare « |

5. Human Personal‘ity : Organism & Environment :

qfqraa sifarae e ofF A aie ww via srww TwiE
AT TP T A48 | @B 5% WG1E A deiaifae AT @
@3 AiF=fET dsiag o Borad faafs a1 FfAas awew cx
93 ©ge VIAIATDBIFAL 7T |

“Thc dialectic laws' mentioned above find thewr reflection 1
psychology also.”*®*

sfaae ( Kornilov) @3 o@@ IwiA@EIT (va s 4wl
atares : Human behaviour 2ty 3faraiteg ga@ ydis | ofiers
(Kornilov) a#ites :

sax. E. F. Carritt, Aspects of Dialectieal Materialism.
yao, Kornilov, Psychologies of 1930 p. 256
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-“The question arises: What kind of struggle between
opposites conditions the unity and the development of human
personality and its behavior, and in what form does this struggle
express itself ?... the starting-point lies in its interaction with
environment. This interaction may be reduced to the struggle
of two opposing tendencies, which in their unity form what we
call the behavior of the living organism...”>>%

sifgtficeds 7o TPET MW barg, T FfAere  qoCEN
‘continuous life-conflict of man’ &8 w8 %443s yz fallacy
etorz | Environment @33 human personality, @7y ZCBYR  Stertv
st 71, @twd Wey] I fIFwe) a1 opposition (w8 NTF, WS
“identity of opposites” FI¥T &%) I IJTew (I IR G 7
«FE 78 B! TFE RWIT TSI AR @R (Fare =iy 7 Ffiers
gees Human Behaviour 358 ¢73 unity | &% Human behaviour
o1 opposite TG wrew e IFz fF ¢ NIT “IT T,
©ig previous behaviour, @33 environmeni-93 #eiq, €& TIFI
resultant. “Ram is Ram and not-Ram at the same time” 3=«
afel wqa Interpenetration i Identity of opposites =% | @
@it 7w organism itself andnot-itself 432 Fi= 2Te MNFe, wrg
7% identity-7 7€ Ae TA| (TO | @A 4 A TR OB
sty @3 (7 previous behaviour-a3 fogdi +Ifaaéa @ ey whrz |
faw @A Environment 0% A4 a18079 7el wR 3T G| A
79 (F WgNE osifcs aawe | AET behaviour-uz cwery
Environment S%:4{@®% 378 2w 41 Organism @32 Environment
identicale 7% | ¥WS! (T WA (¥ Environment atqrsg beha-
viour-93 47 g8l contribute w32 W3z fFgBY element (| fz-
#ifreq3 WA , FICHs environment ¢3Sz behaviour-ag sray
Tt 30z 32-f5 ? 93T Teq 27 2 (T TIISIT environment Tiy
3| AiqEAT q7AENIT W) SVLS] T AN [T A | OF @SR FiA

s»8. Kornilov, ibid., p. 257
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BT A BN @2 ol 71| 2w wra Swew 39w 27, ©1F o
fAere enterzifas a1 metaphorial w4 @re7 | WS organism @
environment-93 STET 1 identity (FtLte 28 7 |

oig I @ae (oW TW (7 FfwHd WA T AeiqeRE B
(+it3e Behaviour-a3 303, &3 ©t@e Giakambs identity 476 =1 |
WP 7Bice 3w, oAl wditTe B3 Wb % 8 Wl 7al qf
element 351 7397 '8 ATIw®7 el (i. e., behaviour) TEY'® WA
A ' | 9 Law of Identity-7 (TR qte) Boifge za~l | oot
fa@a 3% 31 element wiAM Yiewe 7 ArNeif, g oE WaE
<i0et SIfeR el I0at g 7S #Aitd 7 | @ 3 3o “/{Te o1 TrEAT-
e Identity of opposites H1fis 4150w #ifqe a3-f# |  wigvita Organ-
ism @3 Environment-& 5781 fa%% 7! atet qi7did a1 (A 9 w7l
Wte fo “mutually exclusive 7’ witgz Wa§ 1 opposition &
AdPifAE y © 97| W FAA (TN WHlE (SR AFIT FAA
U awd s wRrEifete e (are 47| Ptw? Human
Behaviour 351 faa (opposite) etz &7 41 Srew 1WA OIR-
CRBIT A FaqE I AT & Ao A7 | @@ Ao
AT TS g, SN TEs SAifacifiee o we ATy @
AatEas Nfaelifaaes aige fFFel 1 304 ©ite assimilate 1 absorb
A AT | e Srels Siace of fawa Afiifies a@, 78 =
7 % AEES AMfgEF | WAl W (sorge AT @ ©ig
farai®l e eI e wig iEe e | siwE faeifie

organism-4g opposite category f2rma 43138 w3l logical fallacy |

%. “Equilibrium and upsetting of this Equilibrium” :

“Thus the fact of the equilibrium of the individual with his
environment and the upsetting of this equilibrium— are two
antagonistic tendencies dialectically joined in unity of behavior,
—constitute the main psychological fact....”?>¢

G AMfantficed TF AW @R @3 AE sield 2gfe o3
sae, Kornilov, ibid., p. 257
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%W W(4F opposition IFI I WL | FHWE TIYLIF LT A
8 T4 @2 QAOAY AT T 37, ©4W WIS identity of oppo-
site 71 grB) faa AG1F Srew e SidTe $7 W1 Law of identity
QPN 48 I8 2061 faPm Fi7ie 9% gre 47 M | @Y= unityd
Sx identityts (AN FA FAE, (I|A TIE ACHIT 0
ToNee | bl s fEf Wbl arivieed wela W fRone IS
*t3—*“in perfect peace”’— James-93 SIFY— (RYNA ST JYJ
€331 @3] I AlNeT WHz | 7Y ©itF identity of opposites F&T
CHIATSHCNE 5 #17g 71| “Ais A & not-A simultaneously.”—
93 ifa} oruieRhe ate Law of Identity-7 AFa | O@ §HIS
“afa7” @ “witaya «gfe”, 3 @bte rev guifqe 23 fa | wrE
result 30T @Bl fofwng ~«faqes B T WmF “Sreq"—aF2
fefan 7@ |

& Heredity and Acquired Reactions : Instinct and Habit :

TfRAe-97 WS ¥ GAAT W4T aFES! WiTE I1E9 @i “antagon-
istic tendencies” @3 WiLaT FCd 7 TSIT WF 53 farai®) ~fea aar
BT |

“The structural unity of human personality together with its
deveiopment consists of this mutual penetration of innate and
acquired forms of behavior.”*>*

@it 2i9we Heredity @32 acquired Feia, Instinct ¢33 Habit
Ag~rgq fara® T opposite FW | TA @3 gHits were fes
TS (A, OIFgE e €T I rigid UR TG @ A TG
W@ WA F AR CIAR v Wy A T I PMMIA | A
aTed 4] AGPENA fFael % | Il (e owea Instinet @
Habit “[q~99 {ewae! F3re 713 B, 79 MR @3 feaid) «by
3= 7w

y»y, Kornilov, ibid., p. 258
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fagwre, b1 fe a1 el faffrn «aft g matq Srer 2@, @
FHAS fFaeia 76 A @) 90 6 A | IR @2 I
(Kornilov) €3 @38 & F(AeA ©ihd RID® wawfd THIER |
Instinct @33 73e@ Habit @3 g3r3a #3rats a1 #=ai7¥s @ Interaction-
@3 AR FIfET @ 77A%1T 732 T 6rd | F4ER «Ma fAraie e
RTH8 BT GFY! (HTE I B ©ANE, T AAIG Ty AT HIireR
7A-fograd (STesd BT ISYF 20X O W | WA@R Wwq @I
=% 50 Brare « Antithesis @3z opposition-negation-93 “4q 2"16
H-fFRIS (Ol AIELS 3q, OIS JIVALF TSE-Ti (FH [3FS IS 37 |
Qe RS, @vd faFe @ Feiq 30 fArais ama Identity R e
Afee 23 @ grig | gBl AFE v@I3 Wi 3N 8 JITNA TN
cAtAe «vd identity #fed! grF T A | wiAg-aifew ATeee wG!
€3 O19 (SS9 T4 fa%7 clement fags 3w 4fwtee Law of
Identity-7 fA@7w 28 a1 1 39 onesid (wrdfe, gibl fawa awg @3

4TMFSg I8F I f{ﬂTN NFTF (IR| C‘*ﬁ'@ﬂs Iy @3 |
zt.  Comnscious \@ unconscious :

@3itie $4rate b Witz | Conscious '8 unconscious gUBTE
fawa el o7l M $8 wvd faraty cwad Tag-asfes ot
A% | «wg Interacuon-93 Te@d%4 Behaviour & 4139 (7 foq
%433 opposition-4g T w7 | AfFeTs fAre3 IceiCEA : what are
called “conscious” and “unconscious” are no more than the
transitory and interacting factors in behavior.”*??

«qita “Interacting” FFt7 s Itql (78 f$¥ “opposing”
Fere iyl vz, ‘Interacting’ @ak ‘opposing’ «¢Fids ¥ 1 un-
conscious-93 AW FHAT AN 4| P2 ATIGRIWHE W4T ; @&
Freude Mystic {1 (3 705 (It Sicats=! Svwa) 339 a1, Freud-3
B WA (AN | oy Fiwl g Trad 333 (¥ Boieqd e Awl-
(AIGNIE @ 7 BICET (FEAS ANCE |
T3 Kornilov, Ibid., p. 258
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@37 (A7 $B3fer© ALt Higitay #4a? opposition AEF F9E
Siclel I AT IR FITSY AT I ProcessiIy AF>(Iq oppo-
site ta1 FYF wF ¥ FECE | Inhibition @3 Excitation,
Irradiation a2 Concentiation, Strain wa: Relaxation, «ifaew @
fauftx, eriv #a? WiqEg W4 @wwagS W6rz, FNHE ldentity of
opposites WIFE3 TWMIAWG 8 (W3d 73d “fFaires «ieal AT |
T ;T @ fawaeia Sren 2w, ©1F (@G 9T aTHm a1 DN @E,
w3fel ats caraen ag erare wda |

@it Engels-a3 Anti- Dhuring (atz 5rsi @2 Scgd 94fz; @dtes
OB @l §Hied sE@fe @32 Identity of opposites-a3 Fwid
fararEal (vate srem anq , few @ifesr =unda @te fomaias
(7% | Engels @8 q\f® smrs aecsa:

“He” ( it metaphysician ) thinks in absolutely irreconcilable
anti-thesis. For him a thing cither exists or it does not exist, it is
equally impossible for a thing to be itsclf and at the seme time
something else.” ¥

T FfE TiAeR Afers IR /1, ©fF e (@A IF 932 W
5051 fafie @ 31 atdq fawm =rw sitta w11 Formal Logic-a3
TP\ ©izca @3 wulafaw ‘metaphysician’ (effia wray Aotz | @F
Engels (w12 3022 qtenes, (-1 9% “exists” @32 ‘does not exist’
T €32 AME, 3-F WIZ AF | 5T WS WA JEE FOE @B A
‘itself” 932 ‘not-itself’— ¢33 AW wiFraehs | Wi wiEEaEhea
FfoT 9% (7 93 HHTILTS FVT & @R |9 A | B Common-
sense-93 HAGTY AV @3 TiAeHhEs ©g | Afaizs fare Aige
¢@Tite @2 Identiy of oppositests 1% 431 3712 WA AT, Si(S fag
oA qE 7 | 13 fawmtd foafwms wife Commonsense-93d sifeq
T3 @R WO 7 71 AfEEIES GAIF AR | FICHE AT
gfaq Fite T AWWT A WA 2T @A '@ AT 31797 (A 7T A |
Engels 37| 7 qet0en :

sav,  Anti-Duhring.
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“At first sight this mode of thought seems to be extremely
plausible, because it is the mode of thought of so-called sound
commonsense. But sound commonsense, respectable fellow as he
Is within the lonely precincts of his own four walls, has most
wonderful adventures as soon as he ventures into the wide world
of scientific research.”?»»

Atelge @TitE7 3151 gfaa Stz Red 23 Red 373, 79 Non-Red
774, fow af®e sound commonsense-93 FiTx @3 wyBR ©fG Wew,
#8113 8 7 aret A 7, w7 o1 $151 4fa W@ | o SHATERHERT
421 3fad 172 Red w3 7w oyl F7 4139 ot Site : AW Red
@q< Not Red @38 #Fita1 @32 @32 nw | (08 @8 Imed faeite 789
20O AT ST (I g7 31 AA{4 wg) cwiante 3w +Aifog |
13 93 LI @3 Fretfage 1Bie Engels frvaces :

“...Every organic being is at cach moment the same and not
the same, at each moment it is assimilating matter drawn from
without and excreting other matter, at each moment the cells of
the body arc dying and new ones arc being formed, in fact, with-
in a longer or shorter period the matter of its body is completely
renewed and is replaced by other atoms of matter, so that every
crganic being is at all times itself and yet something other than
itself.? e

Engel-q3 «3 7913 w3t ©ig IiAieebe Identity of opposite
Afea atan Law of Identity-7 1 «feqin | fog @3 biological
7oief far ontwal @ wiesfd et WAtz | @8 3fe 1 T fefe-
2 © «FG fAreEe FAAB (BITY A |

‘At each moment® 575y faF% ™w! (1A organic being WaTF
AT JF ; <TT successive moments-q 376 2Y¢q B | “Itself and
not itself”, “the same and not the same”, “exists and does not
exist”’—at the same moment— 3sif% 38 ©|FiteRBrEz T g |
Ffwore (Kornilov)-93 mwifawtRd 7HiseR@ «abiae @& Identity

3. Anti-Duhring.
Res, Ibid.
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of opposite M7 7H RN MF &F | @A JIF PO IV
wotest, 3 f@n-afesfeam 2 wattr I @ie oo 73 i fafen
737 ifadia 77, wa sfaes wics Identity of opposites 37 73
frwren | fow sigs arteiita (3 ©f w7, wilwal @ cifaEfe |

Siagl S{se qiefe, otherness @ opposition iy grBl SiEIF
M@ ATE 4R G9F 4] w4-7@B 31 confusion-97 wAT @I
€T MATAME 9% 9Feq SAfere-rie whre | SrRTeRhIE I
@3 AIEFIAR @ Ar4ranfas opposition-negation ©@ gz anti-thesis
T (FNRIEA (0T Y@ (reW A wdR iAeRbed AETHIa
AUt @9t @B1 Alem MF 1 @A lFieRBS 3 #rery doctrine
of change wg: Doctrine of Relationalism. ff1a 73 792 faziew
By O3 @47 37 AfaaEars Afws e (rare Aferaitad Al 5a |,
199 77 T8 @I NI AFIEAE HFF AF AAEI FIA GOCH, {wei-
i ot | @3R3 Al deviaee oeifae sae @dk W@ i
fafenel @ taforarg wifadia wBrz | %9 38% wa 7% cAw fafen A
other, @2 Ffeyw wird wwras dialecticta raTex | T(ANEHOT (T
fegariottara process feaity (At fAcrs orw, @32 WIS I,
fog @itwg wa2 (3UoTeTq S, @8 process @IBi fareE 434 thesis-
antithesis A5 w69 4y fwew faales aoog | wAtTwE Cotteals | wiga
@3 farerg ¢qeag FEADI @i s FiwT 3 3fe @A e
AIGH AW AV 1 ATENA 3. 9. F7IAB $1F Fi@ABAR WINIHT A0
AN FTICEA :

“Torepeat, the only element of truth I can find in tie doctrine:
change is always going on in the inter-connected system of things,
in virtue of its instability or capacity for change, which consists
in this that there are ‘different’ i.e., contradictory elements in the
world which come to affect one another.... And the resulting
change is always ‘to’ something different i.e., contradictory. But

we have no ground for supposing change always to arisc from
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interaction of ‘contraries’ i.e., points furthest apart in the same
scale.’?¥e?

@it Prof. Carritt =ita Ftawew different @3z @3 sitd Formal
Logic-8 €% *% 373317 (7 A | Opposite 3@e Firs aie |
(FA (P T%9 5y7 fawweiq ¥~$8 (opposition) wrEe, 73
I B R FRYE “9rgd favdie wiefte ‘Formal Logic'-«d
©{a(F ‘contrary’ ( Al (&5 W8 AFFF! opposite 1 contradice
tory (a1 A ) | @3 W@ A I8P HIA I A, @3 G |
Prof. Carritt\e 3#(g= :

“Of course in any situation you can find two elements which
you can call opposites or contraries, simply because they are the
most dissimular in that situation. But there is no uniform pattern
in all change...”%°*

aF% NS ANARE  GIoNE I (A CgIoNe (I (IR, Couf
wlg WA FryFte oA RN | INHF W H@T WA I
o | @ faS1w @ s Ffaered 793 F (T AiT—

3. Negation of negation f@ :

“According to this law, the separate processes of material
reality (thesis) change in their dialectic development into factors
of theirs direct negation (anti-thesis). The negation of which, in
their turn, lead to the confirmation of the primary situation of
the thesis but at a higher stage (synthesis).””*°*

@92 {7« Thesis-antithesis-synthesis W’an‘iﬁmi negation-9a A7
(A7 ZCATE g9 negation-3 zivg WB (AT %9 fofe | quBy
negation-4a F& H1G¥ @B positive ¥R L3 I&l FCACE ‘synthesis’,
@% synthesis 7517 thesis-9a% @FB! THOT TFF @ | G oTF]
37312 S{(% (% contradiction, opposition ST a1 [1 7L IR

QAR T FCACE “negation’ By |

2¢>. E. P. Carritt, Ibid.
2+2. E. F. Carritt, Ibid.
:ee, Kornilov, Ibid., p. 258
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YN IGT 92 (T (B0 9R O MIATHA RS opposition, con-
tradiction, negation, conflict, otherness, Swrifr *I# si4a3 LICEIL
wen fow of sfastata sidaremt g stfwia sicemon) we )
a2 Afestatefm T stare wtdey aawe, w9s awa @3 ol W
(I 7 AR, GIY WA QNS qET | AR ST 2
Fee Formal #f&ts attas ae11 23 “contraryness”, wia% wird, w4l
oAl IF “contradiction’ A itF (73 wrdd (AT IR |
atwy @3 sfgeiatre R qg widfiet Srgy wraren, @ @3 Tmise
T U P o wiem wqtedn izl @ was whte )
Negation *<r5t3 313213 (7 sersiited 3 stare, 7 fAge < izam
%9 zrace | Dr. Seal, Mc Taggart ‘negation’ “I<{d St IwCa Wrx
(FIRITFCH R0NT 9 MF 415108 (5B) a0eA | @ (¥ negation
=61TE WAIFT IBICS bl Wa wig i faets (Korniiov)
93 «rwert (Engels) 31 atetew w73 faste witwai @99 |

wfdes (Kornilov) grewes negation-aa sicda w9l | %17 30w
TIEeelE Afere negation-gq «aB! Fog MA SIfte A Ww For-
mal Logic-43 Ttag ey =itz |

“In order to understand the meaning of this law, it is neces-
sary first of all to analyse carefully what is meant by negution.
It may be pointed out here that the term negation should in no
case be viewed from the point of view of Formal Logic, where
negation between ‘a’ & ‘not-a’ always excludes the mutual rela-
tion and transition of these objects into each other, pecause
Formal Logic is concerned with objects in a static condition.””%?®

Faeney Bfe 9 afsatn wca ap &0 B 1 :

s. Formal Logic, “a” @3 “not-a” @3 T3IF [YT (FI
sftg=fas 7% T2 FF , 9N 27| Negation-g @& A4
AwiE g3 wiq fog 7%, “qN 9w 93, W T AP 9’

FFTE Ao w0 wow, AW © IIAT W47 (7 AEH IGNF FwAME |

2«8, Kornilov, Ibid., p. 258
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§. Formal Logic, ‘a’ €& ‘not-a’ ¢% 937 Myj ¢ soizfre
ATRTS ZTS ST ), 9T FAAR @A A1 | @A TR RIS 7w
A WA TS 7 (TAB Wi, TR TS WA 1 5 ok
IYH Jfwe F1 | AT AW A F;Wsg not-Ram siaygrs 1w
#7qZcs ‘not-a’ 3(¥ MGz wtE Formal Logic-93 3@ | Formal
Logic «3% 06 ‘not-a’ @ ‘a’ «% §3-3 3© A7 & T1q 70q 1 |
fea oAqqges 2’7 “not-a”-cs HAfadfe w7 FA 1 INH F-
Ae-9q “excludes... transition of these objects into each other®
«% 31 fefedw @ sota

Formal Logic I@3fela F9as SIAC M 307 «3dfe (3 33 w7,
9 Sl STt Sitesal Fafe | Formal Logic orfs a1 «fgaéw
Rrta 77, @ 47967 q=t (@ Time Factor @itz % wgras
A H FCEN WA ; AT ofF\eIhe wiafye sfeaitig v
ste1@ Time Factor-3 Sferz firw @2 9afeq ofiesbe  orgq
ST FTACE |

wiwgl ez @ Formal Logic, ‘a’ @& ‘not-a’ 49ars exclude
23 “at the same moment”-9 ; @@ successive moments-q 93 33
fa@a 41 opposite W@l 4a=AT exclude ITT A | €I (7 T
#faete 41 ag" @id negation Wawe EIAY IAS bW | BT WS
YA negation 35y (712 (FE,

“...where thc inter-negation and contradiction existing bet-
ween actual processes never exclude, although they may iimit each
other."* ¢

fwete aeweA  Anti-thesis 47 Thesis-(F negate Tatz foa
exclude 4t d1 1 ‘good’ exclude are 7 ‘not-good’-(F, ‘not-
good’ excluue FACE 71 ‘good’~(2 : @4 WA &y 75y, not-good
afw exclude 1 773, o7 F I ¢ G073 7P ol ¥y Not-
good =R FfH good-x M fwrw wrey wig-nq wehT | oy

>.¢ Kornilov, Ibid., p. 158



gfire ‘Not-good’ Iews F (IR 7 @ AAE SH oen fofa
@ W w3 folq wiz-uz® widyd substitute FjaRMT IIEA
exclude # 33 fof qewea, “not good” ‘good’-(F limit 3% |
Q- US SN (ZONET T A @He @ confusion-az frre 7
wiefq arafe | Limit 33 932 negate 771 @32 I AW | TSR
fafen qgefa dfo A sF=aE 517> limit 7 o2 | AW
good @3z true , @3} *F=F= limit F2 fF@ GvF 8 opposition
i negation (A% | F{I% @77 WP WAAGS 7T I}F 7, exclude
g 71 3% good w32 not-good, Wiz SITF exclude FF 1 zood
CIATA I, (AAMA not good N&r® “{tg A1 | good @y bad, true
@3} false-93 Way (3 WF e, good @R true fwal true @3
beautiful-43 Aty (78 AE (7% | FITH? limitation HNTST (F3-A4
¥4 ATMEL B IHF FI9F Az other y distinet | {57 nega-
tion B3 O (W@ (I opposition-94q #q% I itz | @3
3781 relation-q3 W04y (TS (TN (oMY FLALEA (SN FfATS 274
RTINS T |

fees, afaere aemes “never exclude” , 4@ Afwas Sit o
79 qe7E (3 thesis '@ anti-thesis %7=13(% exclude T3z : TaMy®
Bfere Identity of opposites (311rs fsita caafaw qete @ “The recog-
nition of contradictory, mutually excluding opposite tendencies
in all the phenomena...”*°*

gowe, FlATe AT oAty w@rwem-a93 Bfe Tiye Fca i«

SIS 5 (T GFOS negation WA 7 @ 71 ‘No” cawaa )

*This is why Engels says ‘Negation in dialectics does not
mean simply ‘no’ and is not a declaration of the non-existence
of something or its arbitrary destruction. The character ot
negation is determined here, first, by the general, and secondly,
by the special nature of the process. It must not only negate
but also remove the negation. It must comsequently construct

el K)rnﬁ;v, Ibid., p. 255
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the first negation so that a second negation remains or becomes
possible. How is this done? It depends upon the nature of
every separate casc. If 1 crush a barley seed or an insect, 1
commit the act of the first negation but make the second negation
impossible. For each series of things there is a peculiar species
of negation which makes development possible. This applies
also to each species of representations and ideas.”*°*

Qe (4 AT (TEeA ‘negation’-93 ©f IFETE 8 LAYy AW |
negation HE S SICABA 71 A2 | QYN WU QHAR-99
o373 fasie 331 Wm—

> @y qrenen Negation-«3 o€ ‘non-existence’ 31 ‘arbitray
destruction® §3 | SiANTFHBLF ‘negation’ 3[A| (A3 ‘negation’
717 & development 3@ T4 | ©l I negation 3IFLIT AN
qoTS ZH | OTIIW R @I negation T we sifggd KA €a
e T Jou Af3fs’ AW TW | WIIFWA negation 3| (7
negation TS «(fged fFAMT wB Al | 4R 739 Afzeife @B |

2. (gUofe ‘negation’-(3 WMWY B 73Tiq PR | “reci-
procally cancelling each other” (Logic of Hegel p. 170) 3wjifn
fers ©ig @wta Stz | ¢309%e Being @3z Nothing-ag wtg; sms
FEwl FAEN, (7 VT 7T |

@fta ‘mutually excluding, opposite tendencies’<9q WHE
Aif®y a8 wT fog a1 Thesis @ax Anti-thesis #3=qrs uAETa
fAW 7 e wFha Swifafe B wviafa Soif3fe wweq |

©. GNP TIICAY negation-93 W4 UIAIW negationt TiFi-
@B negation A a1z9 FACEA | {6 9T qHC¥F  negation (¥
(T FE e (R (R W F o winiaele N At ) orwi-
@@hHE Afed 77877 %A f& Z-97 (B@ . G5 SRANERBE 507y
frgeain Afaasiag fooasia ey &% | woites aivdia 3% 31 a3
SR Fifere fasfes stm | aifdig iw facal cotreetess farw w1

3.9, Anti-Duhring, p. 128
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IE A, (T 4RI ATeifET R Wb ooF, wite el
ferr wba a1 | fow @ vt sl A1 W@ @i A At

8. «ae-9d @2 NN fRere Ffaw, waw O3 negation-¢7 i
S I IS HIF-9361 negation8 (R (S oA | Sdfe
TIAIEE TYANE @9 I (IS | ‘I must consequently con--
struct the first negation so that a second negation remains or
becomes possi ble.” WA, FYaANT Adite I WY W O L7
negation-93 (T-9ife? CF-A" (FF |  TYAT wIT negation |
negation &4(® ¥{Te IR (I CIANEIHS Ty a1 7@ 331 w;we @
T | CROIAT @ TN @B WIS (I3 wiH OreR T saww
chretfag s grare |

6. IF-9IF 9Feq IN F® @F (T, WIHFH-9F S negation-9F
i TS o % | “owra of falime” @@ Aife ety 3aW
(43FY WIBIA TA negation-47 (B FICAT AR Fq fCe 70T |
stwgl e ondfe (@ @S St @I Tt Re-fomia
(FoTs PICH negation, otherncss 3e7if% M%7 iFigew fage @ Ffaw
I FICARA | O T F4@% confusion 5IE | @3 confusion
it Mc Taggart, negation-93 @%bl wgw Fpidrl (wata (o
arared | @8 Ay Ie fica Al st oity it $ee3
wferatst aated (T @Uta negation #aes wafes fema AL, AP@E9G
negation-47 ¢ completion (= | 8. qa fow @3 pdra i
7| AEB TS @A A1 FlFA 2@ WA negatior-93 8itq
wdfe faAEg @sq @s (w17 fWATEA (T IS negation-aq (Hi¥
Hio 371 SN IT AT A TSI |

ol gtel @l waad AN YW JRees! AN G 3949 fawwm
logical wtefe wite | “fastarm 2 =%wi @ fagel T AW, o7
(@A SEEAR YfEIESiT s AT A1 | Fisiatg 313 A giwa
(T AT FONCEE @ FA AT oifi6R WHE W, (oufH rarars;
feq sifarea A1 A @i sAfreraiE ooy sifer azm 2ws ~Mita.
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T ww foul e oftew @3 FErw SfEfse qitey @A
T fogre? a2 T W gfer AR L 139 g @D
Afgelsis soig fa@e 8 ange g e | It #-7 TS “You may
attribute what meaning you like to a word, provided you start
by clearly defining that meaning.* @3B! =% ‘clearly defined’ &%
512 74@ | @32 A A I Bemew o] e Wil wrd-oifaae yfe-
faFs | «-vars @it Teren vfes Faw wite 3 SifW | Jung-
@7 @3B! §W7 Y wiite :  Psychology? sfgstatst confusion ¥2r%
Ty 273 fofw areres “...its particular idiom must first be fixed.
It is well-known that temperature can be measured according to
Reaumur, Celsius or Fahrenheit, but we must indicate which
system we are using.® (Modern Man in Search of a Soul,
p- 105) | «3bl system 3 fafy F4wiE S FWS I, 9IE
e | J%e {ouie A nee sifed @A | oy w9z @3
illogical AT F139 WR ©IF TEAERDRT Y4 YS! | T AN
511 17T e i 7S Srnehifes w3 v O} SravTe
Figrel TH7 LF2 negation-(F 1T A (I9-I7S FACS FLWE | QIH(N-
€7 @2 AT CAIfE |

¢. Negation (¥ el ‘non-existence’ a1\ 373, (A T(A negation BT
Tier wy Afgqea | @ oMz 79 W @Aw AW negation
WA TrEa SfRes zae, arwer-ed 9¢ SFAig | @Bl 3Rl
Fegfd element-gq SO WA @R FOTE A element-g7
sifadia w6 ; U FEP-99 TS T60% negation ; SNTHY WO
9T 7| 9B(® ©itF change @Wsd 5f® 37| Partial negation
Iltw% change | ‘Negation’ €33 ‘change’ @& Bl =x#7 sdse
RITAIE 4T Uit 71, 3fw negation-47 WrFE-g© o4 afza 4 3T |
Negation-¢3 7 w4 g ‘non-cxistence’. A @3z Not-A ; @ Tra
Not-A-97 AT A-97 wifejfes Afew| @R @3AE A gdae
negated A= | True @3k Not-true; 93 FAS Not-true zry

>
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True-47 ~}{ non-sxistence. @-%3 CW@ negation AR ‘change’
7%, ¢4 negation WtA non-existence, Ifre wrFeR-a @& w{B
fAerS S{AS | G AATEH, U6 (ANFICF (A (FoLA (T nega-
tion 37eM, ©f SIAARHIFA AT 7W | F199 @A non-existence
wrBre ; faeql ‘arbitrary destruction’ | fog ®Aergd (W@ @I
@I (T i@ siite Tt frera w9 gow foea wetacs W fae
gtx | @ CFC@ mother organism-¢3 wiiejfes fawfS a1 ‘non-exis-
tence’-% TCHLE ; TG TN @13-%fS 71 development's SATLS FCE |
Q{77 negation WitA ‘non-existence’¥ %3 wIfw | WFE-97 WS
qitAe 26T 5T, 174 TIRERHT 49FF negation Wil AN
rarad | TSR (w4l TMTHE (T negation TTH ‘non-existence’s (FTA
CRT@ WS ANA | G «rnem-¢d definition dfew w1 ol
nezation-g3 SIATETENIT AT FTq0RA @R @ AfqErarg
zifepia, SItwa Y a1l (4 7B, ©iF @uiq F40e |

zfae-93 THivglE Aarge wivfe 2w @@ @ wefaz IpiarEe
3 wrda fAEid ALYy (eTl e | ¥HIvef Rad GrEew-«d |

7. wEig: ‘‘Let us take any algebraic quantity and call it
‘a’. The negation of it brings forward “—a”. Should we negate
this second quantity, by multiplying ‘—a’ by ‘—a’ we get a? i.e.,
the original positive quantity but a stage higher.”*°*

Gt facais f5%% negation-«a farhes €l H= | ‘AT

negate FCJ (IAN —a ZCACE, (SFF — a-(F HI(AI negate A& HIAIY
—2age A | ‘—a’ @ ‘—a M 939 IWS I, -7 @@
il Sraifeas! 98 fogs 71 |

4. 8 NE; @ FF TR STADA 271 TCE |
st. Larva—chrysalis—butterfly.
@ftwe negation =B f, F-¥Cbre ©itF completion F@m It |

negation *3f QA H2IIIZE Ta | Jor-5{Ted 7AI& T Wit
1 SITATST 4% THITOS AT TA— 179 F61 IR AT ANANT |

v, Kornilov, Ibid., p. 259
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9. 7eey; Communal Ownership—Private ownership—
—communism :

a2 B8l IIBIWA (AT ST WM | T @R e wif7
Faw (1 St Dialectic RIS farares aiwa wols (s | qrwawoTeg
nia ANANTAR TS offs qrare 93z crewo? $i7) ure aw @
IR (NI oife a1 3fiEs Tere

Marx and Engels transferred these dialectical principles from
the domain of lozic into the province of actual processes of deve-
lopment of the material world, that is nature and history.”2*»

@2 7oEl waw 5o Wi @eatr aie | o, afey wers
ey #fey @7 ~Hicam sifaads whce fomt | afe M w08 tes, woa wdre
SrRIEREe @i feona fads 281 faeiwe, «ai negation of
negation ZTACE faat |

S, IIWIS 9T A4 NS WS A M | I GUHP9A @B
ST QFANT WA TE | AN TErGT WITAGAI G @ oy

CSlt' I4F 9% 4AAF T 1 AT HAferedt 7 s | fow gwwlg
FNESG I CFCA IQTT SAAT AL | 49 7 NI @ G-
FHITHZ TCA S AT QI 1% 4304 FAs 24107 9w 3raw
T e #ifie e @ wigrEg sifvw g wifrew Awifearas
communal fes 7| Robert Lowie =3 swiwfaaiafan sifersql
e @@ Ffers Awife ek MRAe wvle, ¥ 78 FwAT A~ife-
F3TE AAreif wife goor feer | w{l9-99 doita 93@iE uni-
linear fz4fs famira Ante-faadais (i 7o W faatg, F~ife, Foifv
57 Ainifes afedimg Hfosms eif[ ‘9a-afNe’ T atE w= 33
TS | QNS Wi H-9F TNFOGLS WA I $14 Qrigin of Family,
Private Property %1% 3% fwdfeem | Wial -3 999 Groem-a9 +4-
iz | e wiwsaes 7qas @iv 93— fiN-99 EerEe 6w
e | Communal @R Individual ownership-9q STAeFHT GzEm~

}e», Kornilov, Ibid., p. 252
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T’ Teaid fefe ame, wg @ saie-faada sifwrr W7 g e
Nea 1 wifww viwcag 9tqy Communal fg<al individual owner-
ship «5fe® fea1, € absolute 31 WFFANT wfafzw waiz SwE @S
(LA /| @RS, (B communally owned @32 (I 7ifG In-
dividually owned @ fadiza 731 S{‘Tﬁiﬂ | Communal #~{fers sital
(4 faraEe 8 fadma 39ra (fh) 3T ©i7 fowras v Feef w=ife
Frace ¥ gRcel individually owned. fewats, 338 18%— @ 71 aewes
— ‘Private Property in personal matters, weapons, dress, orna-
ments, appears to exist everywhere.”%3°

&M o1 primitive-(id A=ife-2) RAHa 777 Sl W <toW
a1 ¢8 Communal Property-3 474313 =iifrasg @1 | $iq1 qwem 3
FES e @i @3eed ofdl IR wAaTF lower people-ra
Fay | wiia arfests w~if@ il ai% Higher Agricultural Stage-ag
w75 e '@ FFe | o9 lower @32 higher-(ia wtyy 43 ¢3 wifas-
4 (prior in time) @-74rF ST (@ 1 (¥ lower people-31 wifwar-
©a | S1al (AERAT I @-RAE SR A ) qreea—

«.. Communal principle predominates in the lower stages of
culture and retains a small preponderance among the Pastoral
peoples and that Private ownership tends to increase in the
higher agricultural stages.” %3

93 TfEa Aw SItwd W3 AR W13-930 Sfe farasm sace 2
gite lower-(#2 F1¥A| prior W7 A A G 37 | i Fowes

*This classification does not depend on any theory of the order
in time in which the scveral economic stages have arisen.”***

wtaard family-2 7w fets nife fAfaveits 7@ 8 wfey, «-
791 Riverse 317 aaves | 9 36917 wterog Ao 313 Ameri-

~——

3se. Material Culture, pp., 243.44
2. Ginsberg, Ibid., p. 253
3. lbid., pp. 26-29
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ean School-€7 staad— <faTiara? wiffwen nwifes =fedia aca
NFt7 7 AT, 7N ¢

*...it constituted the primal form of human social organis-
ation ¥¥s»

“faatz = eitfusew a1 primal @ifedia g0z At @efte clan, ger-
93 U7 @lfedta 303 A1t o2 Individual ownerships Rivers-

@3 oA ifraey efedi= zem Bfow |

% gt Communal—Individual «4iwE @36 rigid &% I
{13 (e (FIAITEE 5o7© AN T | $irwg wrwept-a3 Ife Bate
T FRe, @ VI Efezincs fefm g «rees, 18 3fests ofa
negation A\fera AALA FaCE A |

W1F-93B! 798 @A TrEd 77 WISt | ©fage e qroem wifa
e (¥ efagres Individual Property fae% 303 wniw-s=ife
@76l 3re a14 | -3+ determinism @a: rigid ®y'atq @oa
Hifeca? fof sfawe 7ars @@ prophecy Tars winw (Hrmes | o
sfags @yt wise 23 fa, 2irw? [39wa Afeste s~fete negate
<3 Communal #~{feq Ivm e iy, wd w7 32 530S A
fow afegifie aiwq atgl #afie wiwe 23 f | iteR ol 31 7 it
g7 fArw, ot afestfie faasee siattashs Afer waveiare! wifT
791 faets waifes |

fa®1¥®, communal ownership(¢F negate ¥t individual F~ifaq
%gq TCACE, 9T 7YY [ 7 negation M @A complete negation
S AT A | IER GoBl WYl HAfaafes wa weg wnim @
srare | change wibre aota 2if6w 76 | 6% negation F@E g
7H |

TE\HE, @74 FHIE TIAEEHIA interpenetration of opposites
dfers mads =@ w1 AfeadERNe AR SF 47 ST Wi
S FEIC negate T 4149 W%l WA ¢} AFIT F20=18, Interpene-

e, Goldenweiser, Recent Political Theories, pp. 442
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tration 3 Identity of opposites Nfs @-77 Cwra @rarE] 37 A |
179 “itself & not itself” 93 F\fS successive momentsy w7 TTAS,
AT YIS 7] TH AV | GFE FNA g5 [7wG Hel 3B AMteweq F\E
oo foroT AIFTS “iNtE, @ witwal oneafe | Individual wife 73w
£13 €3 w1 cFry oy, @R 4411S communal Afe SitE Wit
freie @ ®.a 303 i, i3 A bt faFm @i swfEE @
ferwa 76w @tz | oINS ANIE-qraE obt @ @i wE-
ofey wiaitesbraa Identity of opposites-¢& @Wiq F3we | Law
of Identity-(¥% IR @t FCY |

e mTaE:  wdaergy et tze wrwem Wb RS frw
negation of negation Ffers &tq TS (5B FTACEA |

“Engels gives examples of the importance of the law of nega-
tion in ideology and particularly in philosophy. Ancient philo-
sophy was naively materialistic. It was replaced by idealism i.e.,
the negation of materialism. Idealism in its turn was negated by
contemporary dialectic materialism.” ***

@Y, GHAT-9F G2 OFANT afis faadw wFerd | @i
ToNRE s oeair 3l Siwdaima 37 @l s A | SifE REA IR
73f0 wwE steniefa fest | ©0q (T 3001 (RITN-93 B S 27eTed
¥ew Srsfea |

fes s, Wrwer-9d way-1agfers #ey aa T qE A | i f+i®
«3 Ffs o4t wiafezi®F | F19a Ancient Philosophy-(& wreqiw)
ToE ETT oA gh | 3 TN i 6 qE W Beanea
Stfen iRt Tain go @Rse | YBgE 1B erng Wi YBYE
A WS TR 448 Idealism-93 I I 511 199 € OONR

#dx “...represent a monistic identification of the Idealistic princi-
ple with nature...God and matter represented an undifferentiated
oneness.”’ 3¢

:38. Kornilov, p. 259
e, Sorokin, vol 1, p. 1¢1
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€7 *TF PB4 TOF MOI%,IC T @qA A | WA LW
G131 (YT WEIIA 9 T0H ZCH (MT¥ &lF d000 s#A Idealism-
SIFETET T LT AT FLACL | HYA MO FIANHT A3 27 [0
AT ASCF QI G (AN T SCS | ATT (T (AT b
eF YINS BIAT 387 TCINWA it feer | fog fay wore @iaty
it TR AT st FB\e 3o fon el | Firws TN
77 2600 Feraz Efeeitn woaiw @ wmdatn Eacy fafsa e fafes
sifere «tn swaig A fitste | arwem-afie wRawE @ feal
sfonzer Ty 2fERia AN MH T ©IF AT 5> T AEE (T
TR SHulay T (A, Sy MFT 1 (WF VAT SR
TEINHY AGAAT WF i FLAW (Y SRJES &AMl 2T, 93
arwer fas) @it 4ta farmres | ofdgre A win wiwgwifen
wfedim vl %3, wlg gy eruta ol as citetta
@3 Ffe® determinisim-93 (FIAZ I (S NI fow T T
sfagres NS AR, ST S 03 fH [wates afeq saw e
eSO\ A 0@ CAEOICE #1 I, optimism @R it
TS “ii7 foa tawmifas weatafe 7@ |

5. weaifqesw @ Unconscious Instinct— Conscious habits—
automatic habits.

Instinct-c&n negate a7 conscious habit 77, @y fefedw |
w131F conscious habit-(F negate FT7 automatic habit #ifsrar aty,
@ ©g8 GLawife | @At sthem azxfaef fiml @ ifanficea
AFLAMC conscious IJAZIT 8 WeNtA “f7e 27| @f@efens negate
AT

ST1Y TGS Tt FHrS fagB | (T THIVE GAEHBI
Afers emifte Fare 7 @R @ (T agfd 7R w7t rar T |

Borag Sats® Wiyl (rdfe (7 SRiEREhS Aif Wete earsry
932 (FIEF opposition I negation | contradiction-(F (IH ITAL
of&Fe 2217 w@a, W R\fe (F3a AT Feefa phenomena-& catustsy
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TS #V0F ; fACIF AR 73 B A ifers @7 WIS @3
@R wP ovw @ Beraifiel Arwee THa St fifvw @ ey
SRTONT ¥R SRANT T @l AT ¥ACC AMF W | wlreEE TG
3t=red, ‘no ground for supposing change always to arise from
the interaction of ‘contraries’... Sfwate «3 wferairsia A4 Ff% |
TMESYS €3 AT swdy I8 | O @Ffed e cou @}
Fwigf @Taiwy 27 W 74T, (oI FIWMS 4 FIEANNTE @R
R @TE vy WSS @ GG A AT @ oifie Frar
IS M Al | ANMECIGFMT T4y (IS (T8 Wit {7 AWiw-
faa&ats waemia conflict a1 g5 Tonifr w7 (ARMTS (oraTER, (AW
Ratzenhoufer, Gumplowicz @jifi | @itaty w9 faces Co-operation-
@3 AR AN 73 H0E, T3 Ao7 IS GG JCATEA AN (G-
famt Ty 5 (e Novicovo, Kropotkin, Bagehot 3wpifi | srtarizaa
WS @¥ 33 T2 GIAY, F1FA FNA BRI Y Prwgiats
Efortn Uo7 517 LIt 5119 30T faeet v woit cftetm 1 Opposi-
tion fqal co-operation— @3 GBI I Wl ©eR FES T
Aifes (e 313 gos “itea |1 |

fa@\7rs, opposition, contradiction, negation @-%a el SoE
AN @R TSI 9217 I TR TR A9 A |
W3 o qETE (MFCATE €2 THe SATANS Tes confusing 4aTaA
TWE | avd fAretiae qrgy Aigde sidq Aidey s 2w e
QU feal TallEal wora 938 s 73317 IR | O TGl «IH
THFE AW AAGRNT ok eyt 3N R | @] Iiwa
Sydney Hookw witsifg ztarew : “The analytical difficulties of

orthodox monistic dialectical materialism are, if any thing, ever
greater. Foritis questionable whether the basic notions with which
it operates—the unity and penetration of opposites, development
by contradiction— are meaningful, especially when appled to
natural phenomena.” (Nation. March 4, 1936)

geIwe, 7% 71 gF-u3 wivifieq 7@ 4033 3@ 507 (3 opposition 3
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negation-937 s development 71 Seraie7 AT e #M17, @717
@it &S | Opposition €3} negation @S Szl T e ifs,
oite «? “fa4fe a1 T negation vtz Bge e Mg W1 @Iy
T negation-(F 4B wESITT @ SRS WTd AATNT FANT

5% IAreS | fou SR (wH-9T SIRIH 39| QTS AN

“We cannot eat our cake and have it, that is, the only real
contradiction there can be between thoughts is where one is true,
the other false. When this happens, one must go forever, nor is
there any ‘higher synthesis’ in which both can wholly revive.

“A chasm is not a bridge in any utilisation sense ; i.e, no
mere negation can be the instrument of a positive advance in
thought,”*>®

(305& negation I opposition-¥F ¥ TAST HIS| TFN FF WF
FARFINT oY q0a1 @BIT F(ACEA | OiF (S negation-g7 T IR
positive | It SR I0A TRATH FIIIA AN HE-F1T 8 TIAIHNS
4@ @ negation-27[@ positive ¥xfen SN FAS{ATONF GAwICA
@bYq AT | % @81 (3 contradiction in terms 3 © ©tF (514
0% @fera Coited |

vgds, faada 31 R @B ToAT! v Gtz e st
ST AR | @% WP 4AT thesis—anti-thesis—synthesis-a3
fen aizsig ey frew #a 36w Aiferm vewa, @1 Ife R @R
&AW 4to AR T @R @I St (@iE SiFiE SEd Al
faw-weiq resurrection @33 NI TR, @R FAT IfFS FiS

Sl | It e eaw 3FF (R @I I @7

“nor yet for supposing that change is at alternate moments to
the contrary and at alternate moments to something combining
and yet superior to the two contraries which existed severally at
the last moment and the last moment but one. But this is what
is demanded by thesis—antithesis—synthesis, or negation of
negatior. or interpenetiation of opposites.”* 31

Y W. James, Ibid , p. 293-94
da.  Carritt, Ibid.



8 TN T

92 3%-3fee A ¢ wWE ¥ fewifs srave wig @ A €
5SS FT ©iFR I F13q v

#l#%e, Opposition, Contradiction, Struggle, 3wjiff =% wg-
@pled FTET @TAMeT A7 | SToEN ITF AF~4c contradict FATE,
oppose AT, & I fore wdda | wwI-vies Henicn oy
opposition-«3 &g TS “NCF T4 AFSH MY “F=ACF Oppose FIS
AT 8 3T AT | STFPAIF F7IfA6 q@0es

“Even those who can stomach the Hegelian dialectic in con-
ceptual logic have blushingly abandoned his application of it to
science and history....”

Prof Carritt-93 e 3fe2itaa c¥tas U TiHiEsfs oo ;
F179 B 1% 7el WFT IA AT WS AT @I @
Ffegivm cviw vars #Mitg = |

e fq -93 rwe wu-24gfen owra opposition Fepifra (i
gf g Al | Stz e :

“Things cannot contradict each other : only propositions can
be contradictory, and these are not natural facts in the sense in
which things in space and time are. Nor do things struggle with
one another except in an obviously metaphorical sense. Struggle
is an attribute of living behaviour. (Nation, March 4, 1936).

w3l witse T Irafe (@ wiekwifaw ard @73 =% @
3727 betts ANt | [ 38T @ If@d ite cersiaE @ wlTw wii-
@3T 5 |

T, Dialectic Idealism¥ (zis w17 Dialectic Materialism3
2w, g2raas fofe «2 oiaiteels | oraleiee 46 @ ug Afer
7 fo p @3 ST groig @i @ @ oA ATy 9T 9T I
w317 (reT AT W3 ICA (T system 41T w8 wefafae camiae
&% GFTHAIAEIE 24N Ted | 3RO fAATINAE wIBAIE system-a
dtqre foien @71 GIBAT e ARET FqE, 9R OR GIoI@
Ty 7|7 (Mg feratae 3es fe ife e awate g w0a
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s TAICS Trae | WA §f6T2 IWS 30A0E 44 922 VAT IAS
e fage | fa® e wifa 3tam @ $t7 wiRee wotred sy @
w74 © QT TR @IH FAE | QU @} wifars William James
Feres $t9 “Cardinal Error” | atas “Everywhere he is inclined

to claim finality.” &S 31 Nature-93 F91H ©. 31eW1F qoTE @
“It refuses to be squeezed into his systematically constructed
scheme of categories.”' 2 3%

oA ICENRA (T AW 0T FOT BIE WA FAUT @wnd

farewe, €% wruieRBe-ewterivdg «...found insatiate enough to
declare that ull existence must bend the knees to its require-
ments..."” 23>

oIhAE YAy w4 iy Wy feEeiae  wews B
TIYLIF T FITA(E FACS AR | T AT T0E 48 632 Aferare
A | SR T, @S @ Fawste—daR craiteRBe Afers @
e frE Srifes wmel 6 (Noifire? et Faes | «are
RUITAIE TOH G1FR ~AIPide 07, $i7 o, ofFl ¢ s e
SISES '8 AT 0T @361 ATt system s1er® (591 FLACEA | 93

system-building-a7 Wiafirss (11T TR wIHE 7S (v FHTACE |
faws o3l @ ol cotaatg ret amas systemtzs «ITATT TTT

TR | TR RUATS SN ANNAGA| ITare @2 system {14317 x5
4 8 wITH ity &Y |

..t is selfevident that by virtue of the necessities of the
‘systera’ he (Hegel) must very often take refuge in certain forced
constructions.”*** (¥ sferatt rNEd [FEra arwem ITACER R
wferatst $ia 42 T AAES 977 W AT | GTHAS SRR
Brea s wa fows 414317 6Bty ¥4a3 wws forced cons-
truction’3 #fgtay fAre 3awe |

v, Haldar, Hegelianism & Humin Personality, pp. 57-53
2. W. James, Ibid., p. 272
e, Engels, Ludwig Feurbach, pp. 49
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ANS, CIANHATHSF BeMr Hiferw wite AT vrEREe T
SIA | TATAHA WS, @R SEIERBIR EMva Agn wowe @i
af®) ek o4l P weamiw ¢l mechanical Ita TR
FLAEN | SYwg &TqIw mechanical w7, $itwd weaw dialectical |
o2 THANERhE i wuATT «F Sod (afB) Wi wtare | e
ofd (edfe @ @2 otaiEebe wwey logical & Wizl i «ae

esiferite g% | witw? Dialectical woait fefa? afw wezdm @
BIRSE I AT, O3 (78 TofG-2fed mive episife-uda gz watsdn |
AT SHNEFET FEw IS AT w47 @3B illogical construction.
w17 Fivey wraifes 2317 v AR swiwege yfewal Aifrs @
Jfoe A Ao | 179 @ PG T Aawergy fofe | wiwitea
e AT 7feg @ TAtweg Wi inconsistency wd? contra-
diction-¢7 w131 ¥éfae | &Y contradictiond TNwg witwg yewE
©ItAd “0®98-¥3 contradictoriness (7iT¥g 18 37 “it7 |  @IA-{F
Toitrrmg 30@ St a1 | % Tiql Formal Logic-(& §femz @ @ffai«
ALH 273, FIWT i contradictionf® Sife2w | w&’ J. S. Mill-v3
s deifea waBl contradiction fari ata 4% 307 Arwletew ¢

Although the Hegelian doctrine of opposites, which is the
main source of all dialectic, is uncongenial to him, he (Mill) feels
perfectly at home in the domain of flat contradiction.¥*?

Mill 7575 (8 5% W Feaeen, R fqusfae sferati wim'a
Wi 6 ANITSG FACHS STAI FICA (AITIF T 1 317wtz
TimTEd faeita sets itk i (a-73 qga ‘forced construc-
tion® sere Yy HIER o7l IfE @ /IF 7 (AT 4TS “in the
domain of flat contradiction.” @ gi%] contradiction (¥ Wl¥7 FiTe
uncongenial W, ©i7 ol GUFEH-9F I (WIFR MW T
CITTEE system 4317 Trael (4raR $17 T@ Ffaw construction &
frae «a i Tewe fra fof qares (3 woiteR widfra #atd eaf)

33, Marx, Capital, vol 1 Allen & Unwin, London 1928, p, 656, Note 1
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99

forced construction-¢3 ARy fArs—udls FwarE frn waawfs
IS I 2T ; ©IF F199 @9l #AR contradiction-(& @UiTE BN |
@ w7, arFe-ag e I AR @F @Y OE @ R
contradiction-(& S*eW 7 |

“as regards all philosophies, their system is doomed to perish
and for this reason because it emanates from an imperishable

cesire of the human soul, the desire to abolish all contradi-
ctions.””¥%?

a% At TR Beofie & @ Wi wriedel war woe sigel |
93 (3 {0 T A0S W (T @rwer] @y WA contradiction-w
abolish TS vi7 71 ¥R 7l @3 SiFitETahHrag wha contradiction-
@2 sy ffay at home wigs3 F02 7 (3 wiAaRBT At wsifers
qifzel (1% ABH OqF SIF AT TFFIF (AF B T FF A<-
0N AV @ ANCAE 2fSB) F90 TToRHA |

T (I, SHEERBEd srrafed T swe T 4R srsle 3
oMee | SINEATRT (7 SRS 8 safes ©f wiNgi $orag fIgs
s (nafz | nifae Xfel af illogical @wia 27 ©1 @19
8417 fitfera e (3 Etae ois fefera 3aml (e 4Na | 93 Sim-
(TR o TOIE AT W @R ATITTG SRS LA AT
e | SHEEl dfow Teul e aine Afes T | W. James-a3
SIEF I 50 -

“It is not necessary to drink the ocean to know that it is salt,

nor need a critic dissect a whole system after proving that its pre-
mises are rotten.”

oA RO TR TS @} O e ¢ WAl IR wES
% qBCAIZ AN IS M7 | o Nl 9% SIHEIHIFI LA

7%a ©fF AT 7 wrrviirel «qe rigid ¢Mteifyg Besife wme
-faaale STArsT @ anda 799 |

233 Bngels, L. Feurbach p. 49 :
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